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A NATIONAL STUDY OF CURRICULUM POLICIES AND PRACTICES 
IN GIFTED EDUCATION 
ABSTRACT 
The systemic reform movement has created pressure for more ambitious 
outcomes for every student. High stakes state testing for all learners has generated 
new discussions about the nature of appropriate curriculum for gifted students within 
the context of a standards-based system. Although the importance of appropriate 
curriculum is emphasized throughout the literature of gifted education, the specific 
curricular provisions for gifted students in all fifty states and the extent to which 
curriculum for gifted students compares to the minimum and exemplary standards 
outlined in the NAGC Pre-K- Grade 12 Gifted Program Standards have not been 
studied. The purpose of this study was to determine the extent to which policies are in 
place to feed best practices for curriculum for gifted learners. 
In this descriptive study, survey data were collected regarding curricular 
provisions for gifted students in all 50 states, the impact ofboth standards-based 
reform in core content areas and in gifted education upon the process of curriculum 
development for gifted students, and factors that support or impede the appropriate 
modification of curricula for gifted students. Rules and regulations regarding gifted 
program curriculum guidelines and extant curricula were also analyzed. The purpose 
of collecting these data was to determine the extent to which policies are in place that 
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feed best practices for curriculum for gifted learners are employed in school districts 
in the United States. 
Findings from this study indicated that the rhetoric in gifted education about 
the importance of differentiated curriculum is not supported by actual practice at the 
state or local level as perceived by state directors. A majority of the respondents 
indicated that research studies regarding curriculum effectiveness are used only to a 
slight extent or not at all at the state level in the decision-making process for materials 
selection. The study also showed a limited knowledge base of the state directors about 
the theories/models of curriculum that influenced the development of guidelines 
defining appropriate curricula to be used with academically gifted students. Although 
the respondents indicated that curriculum is the area of program development that 
they consider second in importance only after identification, their practices seem to 
contradict this finding. While the state directors have perceived priorities in mind, 
there is a discrepancy between their perceptions, their priorities, and documents that 
represent state curriculum guidelines. 
Implications for policy, practice, and additional research provide deeper 
insight into the workings of curriculum research, policy, and practice. 
KIMBERLEY LYNN CHANDLER 
PROGRAM IN EDUCATIONAL POLICY, PLANNING, AND LEADERSHIP 
THE COLLEGE OF WILLIAM AND MARY IN VIRGINIA 
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Chapter 1 
Introduction to the Study 
In the current educational climate, the need for coherence is frequently 
discussed in the arenas of policy, curriculum, and governance. The systemic reform 
movement has created pressure for more ambitious outcomes for all students 
(Fuhrman, 1993a). High stakes state testing for all learners has created even more 
questions about the nature of curriculum for gifted students. VanTassel-Baska (1992, 
p. 1) emphasized the need for "a coherent curriculum structure that defines for 
teachers, administrators, parents, and the students themselves the goals and purposes 
of a specialized program, the specific outcomes anticipated, and a prescribed time 
frame for learning." Such a systematic approach to the implementation of a standards-
based curriculum, along with appropriate modifications for gifted students, is 
necessary for optimizing the educational experience for these children. 
Although the importance of appropriate curriculum is emphasized throughout 
the literature of gifted education, the specific curricular provisions for gifted students 
in all fifty states, the impact ofboth standards-based reform in core content areas and 
in gifted education upon the process of curriculum development for gifted students, 
and the factors that support or impede the appropriate modification of curricula for 
gifted students have not been studied. Conducting a nation-wide study would provide 
an overview of the extent to which best policies and practices for curriculum design 
for gifted learners are employed in school districts in the United States. 
This is a study of policies and best practices in curriculum development, 
design, and implementation for gifted learners within the context of the curriculum 
1 
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reform movement in the United States. In this mixed-design study, data were 
collected regarding curricular provisions for gifted students in all fifty states, the 
impact of both standards-based reform in core content areas and in gifted education 
upon the process of curriculum development for gifted students, and factors that 
support or impede the appropriate modification of curricula for gifted students. 
Conceptual Framework 
The broad context for this study was the curriculum reform movement in the 
United States, which represents a systemic approach to educational reform. 
Examining the curriculum reform movement within the context ofVanTassel-Baska's 
Model for Curricular Reform (VanTassel-Baska, 2003) allowed the researcher to 
delineate key design features of curriculum reform that were advocated by the 
national standards projects (O'Day & Smith, 1993). According to VanTassel-Baska 
(2003), the following emphases were central to all the curricular projects regardless 
of content area: 1) meaning-based, 2) higher order thinking and reasoning, 3) 
intradisciplinary and interdisciplinary connections, 4) opportunities for 
metacognition, 5) development ofhabits of mind, 6) inquiry-based learning and 
problem solving, 6) the use oftechnologies as tools, 7) learner outcomes of 
significance, 8) a focus on substantive content, 9) the use of authentic assessment, 1 0) 
a multicultural/ global emphasis, 11) use of concepts as curricular frameworks, and 
12) the use of multiple resources and materials. VanTassel-Baska's conceptual 
framework (2002) is important for structuring the broad context of this study because 
it highlights the complex and multi-dimensional nature of curriculum reform. 
VanTassel-Baska's Model, which is depicted as a jigsaw puzzle, "represents a 
2 
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Learner Outcomes 
of Significance 
Conceptually-
oriented Curriculum 
Technology-
relevant 
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Assessment 
Constructing 
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Metacognition 
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Multicultural 
Global Emphasis 
Content 
Intradisciplinary 
& Interdisciplinary 
Connections 
Figure 1. VanTassel-Baska's Model for Curriculum Reform (2003) 
holistic way to represent the interlocking nature of these elements, yet it reveals the 
clear boundaries of each that may be used in teacher training" (VanTassel-Baska, 
2003, p. 14). 
The specific focus of this study was best practices in 1) curriculum 
development, 2) curriculum design, and 3) curriculum implementation for gifted 
learners. In the extant literature in the field of gifted education, a variety of general 
descriptions of the ways in which curricula should be differentiated for the gifted 
exists. Analyzing the suggested curriculum for gifted learners in the 50 states through 
the conceptual framework of the Integrated Curriculum Model (Figure 2) described 
by VanTassel-Baska (1986) will allow the researcher to delineate the specific ways in 
which the curriculum differs for advanced learners. According to VanTassel-Baska 
3 
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(1998), best practices in curriculum development, design, and implementation for 
gifted learners must include three dimensions: 1) advanced content, 2) higher order 
The Integrated Curriculum Model 
Advanced 
Content 
Dimension 
Process-
Product 
Dimension 
Issues/Themes 
Dimension 
Figure 2. VanTassel-Baska's Integrated Curriculum Model (1986) 
processes resulting in products, and 3) issues and themes as a basis for making 
connections. The Integrated Curriculum Model may be considered as best practice 
because it combines research-based best approaches to curriculum development and 
implementation (Benbow & Stanley, 1983; Maker, 1982; Ward, 1981) and has been 
used in studies documenting curricular effectiveness with gifted students (Johnsen, 
2000; VanTassel-Baska & Brown, 2001). Using the Integrated Curriculum Model as 
the conceptual framework for examining the construct of differentiation of curriculum 
for gifted learners provided information about the perceived relationship between 
theory and actual practice. 
4 
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Statement of the Problem 
"Controversy in educational discourse most often reflects a basic conflict in 
priorities concerning the form and content of curriculum and the goals toward which 
schools should strive" (Eisner & Vallance, 1974, p. v). In gifted education, the 
traditional conflict has been between the philosophies of enrichment versus 
acceleration (VanTassel-Baska & Brown, 2001). Although the philosophical 
orientations differ, there is agreement about the critical role of curriculum in shaping 
the talent development process (Borland, 1989; Maker, 1982; VanTassel-Baska, 
1995). "No area of emphasis within gifted education better captures its core concepts 
than does the area of curriculum" (VanTassel-Baska, 1998a, p. 339). According to 
Borland (1989), providing differentiated curricula for exceptional learners is the 
reason for the existence of gifted education as a field. 
The NAGC Pre-K- Grade 12 Gifted Program Standards (Landrum & 
Shaklee, 1998) identified curriculum and instruction as one of seven essential criteria 
of gifted education programming. Five guiding principles were described as "broad-
based beliefs" (Landrum, Callahan, & Shaklee, 2001, p. xii) about curriculum and 
instruction. These guiding principles include statements about the need for 
differentiation, adaptations of regular classroom curricula, instructional pace, 
accelerative options, and the need for varied approaches. The Standards are 
considered best practice according to the National Association for Gifted Children 
(NAGC), the primary advocacy organization for gifted education in the United States. 
An emphasis on curriculum is apparent in the extant literature regarding gifted 
education. However, in spite of the role of curriculum as a focal point of gifted 
5 
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education theory, it seems that it has not been integrated satisfactorily into practice. In 
National Excellence: A Case for Developing America's Talent (USDOE, 1993), one 
of the seven initiatives was a specific recommendation regarding the need to establish 
challenging curriculum standards for gifted students. In a survey of legislative and 
policy trends in the United States three years later, Landrum, Katsiyannis, and 
DeWaard (1998) found that only twenty-three states had made efforts to raise 
curricular standards for gifted students, as indicated by an affirmative response on a 
survey item. 
Context of the Study 
Two primary contextual issues must be considered in an examination of the 
status of curriculum standards for gifted students: political and financial. Both 
political and financial forces influence the extent to which curriculum initiatives may 
occur and ultimately succeed. 
A major political issue influencing curriculum initiatives is an increased 
emphasis on remediation in those states with high-stakes testing, which often includes 
a redirection of funds toward low-achieving schools and students. In addition, many 
individuals working with gifted education at the state level have been increasingly 
involved with developing general education curriculum frameworks. In The 1996 
State of the States Gifted and Talented Education Report (Council of State Directors 
of Programs for the Gifted, 1996), it was noted that 56% of the state directors had 
been involved in developing general proficiency indicators in the major disciplines, 
while only 33% had been involved in developing proficiency indicators for advanced 
achievement. In State of the States: Gifted and Talented Education Report: 2001-
6 
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02, 28% of the state directors indicated that they had been involved in the process of 
developing proficiency indicators for advanced achievement, primarily in the core 
content areas of mathematics, language arts, social studies, and science. 
Financial forces may also influence curriculum reform efforts. Baker (2000) 
reported that 11 states provide no specific funding for gifted programs. During the 
two to three year period preceding The 1996 State of the States Gifted and Talented 
Education Report (Council of State Directors of Programs for the Gifted, 1996), 55% 
of the respondents experienced an increase in funding, 19% indicated a decrease in 
funding, and 26% showed no change in funding for programs. While specific 
information regarding the way in which monies are designated for curriculum 
initiatives is unavailable, it may be assumed that changes in resources may influence 
such initiatives. 
Statement of the Purpose 
In this study, data were collected regarding curricular provisions for gifted 
students in all 50 states, the impact ofboth standards-based reform in core content 
areas and in gifted education upon the process of curriculum development for gifted 
students, and factors that support or impede the appropriate modification of curricula 
for gifted students. Rules and regulations regarding gifted program curricula and 
extant curricula were also analyzed. The purpose of collecting these data was to 
determine the extent to which best practices for curriculum design for gifted learners 
are employed in school districts in the United States. 
Research Questions 
The following research questions guided this study: 
7 
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1. What is the perceived driving force for curriculum development for gifted 
students in the 50 states? 
2. To what degree do state curricula for gifted students reflect the NAGC 
Pre-K- Grade 12 Gifted Program Standards? 
3. To what extent do state curricula for gifted students reflect the best 
practices for content-based curricula as outlined in the national content 
standards? 
4. What are the perceptions of state directors on the role ofthe NAGC Pre-K 
- Grade 12 Gifted Program Standards in curriculum development, design, 
and implementation? 
5. What are the perceptions of state directors on the role of the national 
content standards-based reform movement in curriculum development, 
design, and implementation? 
6. What is the degree of congruence between perceptions as recorded in 
survey data and reviewed documents in respect to the NAGC Pre-K-
Grade 12 Gifted Program Standards and the national content standards? 
7. How do state directors characterize the ways in which curriculum is 
differentiated in local school districts? 
8. What are the perceived factors that support or impede the appropriate 
modification of curricula for gifted students? 
8 
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Definitions ofTerms 
Major terms used in this study will be defined here in order to clarify their 
specific meanings for this study. The definitions are those which are commonly 
accepted in the field of gifted education as noted by appropriate citations for each. 
Acceleration. "Acceleration is simply deciding that competence rather than age 
should be the criterion for determining when an individual obtains access to particular 
curricula or academic experiences" (Benbow, 1998, p. 281). Acceleration has two 
primary purposes: 1) to place students with advanced ability and achievement in 
courses with similar students in order to provide adequate challenge and 2) to reduce 
the amount of time a student spends in the educational system (Gallagher, 1996). 
Curriculum. Curriculum is "that reconstruction of knowledge and experience, 
systematically developed under the auspices of the school (or university), to enable 
the learner to increase his or her control of knowledge and experience" (Tanner & 
Tanner, as cited in Borland, 1989, p. 175). It includes planned student goals, 
outcomes, activities, strategies, resources, and assessment mechanisms (VanTassel-
Baska, 2002). 
Curriculum design. Curriculum design includes using gifted learner 
characteristics and necessary curriculum dimensions in order to plan appropriately 
modified learning experiences (VanTassel-Baska, 1994). According to VanTassel-
Baska (2002), the key elements in curriculum design are: 1) determining 
characteristics of the learner and related curricular dimensions, 2) establishing 
curriculum goals, 3) determining learner outcomes, 4) developing and/or selecting 
teaching and learning activities, 5) locating multiple resources, 6) determining 
9 
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appropriate instructional strategies, 7) devising appropriate curriculum management 
techniques, 8) assessing student learning, and 9) evaluating and revising curriculum 
in order to produce a more positive outcome. 
Curriculum development. Curriculum development is a long-term process which 
includes multiple steps in which the goals are to adapt the current curriculum, to 
include the appropriate extant curriculum for the gifted, and to write new curriculum 
(VanTassel-Baska, 1994). 
Curriculum implementation. Curriculum implementation refers to "field testing, 
disseminating, and institutionalizing curriculum within the political context of 
schools" (VanTassel-Baska, 1994). 
Differentiation. "The basis for all differentiation in the curriculum for gifted 
students. should emerge from the differences in their characteristics and needs as 
reflected in formal test data and careful observation of performance behaviors 
(VanTassel-Baska, 1994, p. 54). Differentiation of curriculum for gifted learners 
includes the following features: acceleration, complexity, depth, challenge, and 
creativity (VanTassel-Baska, 2000c). 
Enrichment. Enrichment involves the modification of curriculum to provide 
greater depth and breadth than is typically provided through the standard curriculum 
(Davis & Rimm, 1998). 
Gifted learner (student). In their review of state definitions of the terms "gifted" 
and "giftedness," Stephens and Kames (2000) found widespread differences across 
the nation and within states. For purposes ofthis study, the definition used is one that 
10 
Reproduced with permission of the copyright owner.  Further reproduction prohibited without permission.
evolved from language in the Jacob K. Javits Gifted and Talented Students Education 
Act and the United States Department of Education's 1993 report, National 
Excellence: A Case for Developing America's Talent: 
Children and youth with outstanding talent perform or show the potential for 
performing at remarkably high levels of accomplishment when compared with 
others of their age, experience, or environment. 
These children and youth exhibit high performance capability in intellectual, 
creative, and/or artistic areas, possess an unusual leadership capacity, or excel in 
specific academic fields. They require services or activities not ordinarily 
provided by the schools. 
Outstanding talents are present in children and youth from all cultural groups, 
across all economic strata, and in all areas ofhuman endeavor. (p. 26) 
Instruction. Instruction refers to the use of "certain techniques and delivery systems in 
the classroom to provide appropriate curricula to gifted learners" (VanTassel-Baska, 
1992, p. 107). 
Significance of the Study 
This study is significant for four reasons. First, it defines the perceptions 
regarding the driving forces for curriculum development for gifted students in the 
United States. The survey utilized required state directors of gifted education to 
delineate the ways in which legislative and policy trends have had an impact on 
curriculum design, development, and implementation for gifted students. Therefore, 
the study adds specific data to the body of knowledge (Landrum, Katsiyannis, & 
DeWaard, 1998) which previously included information that was general in 
relationship to how standards-based reform has influenced the field of gifted 
education. 
11 
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Second, the study presents a national perspective on the way in which 
specialists in state departments of education perceive that standards-based reform has 
influenced curriculum development, design, and implementation for gifted students. 
Examination of the nature of curricular practices in a sample of the 50 states provides 
a view of the educational options that are available for gifted students within the 
context of a standards-driven system. 
Third, the study provides a national perspective on the extent to which 
curriculum for gifted students compares to the minimum and exemplary standards 
outlined in the NAGC Pre-K- Grade 12 Gifted Program Standards (Landrum & 
Shaklee, 1998). Because the standards are considered best practice according to the 
National Association for Gifted Children (NAGC), many school divisions use them as 
benchmarks for their gifted programs. This study gives a broad view of the current 
state of curriculum development, design, and implementation on the national level, as 
measured by the NAGC Pre-K- Grade 12 Gifted Program Standards. 
Finally, the research provides a broad overview of the systemic and 
organizational issues involved in appropriately modifying curricula for gifted 
students. Such information will be valuable to policy makers and leaders in the field 
who must make programming decisions at the local, state, and national levels. 
Limitations and Delimitations 
There were several limitations to this study that will influence the 
generalizability of the results. The survey used in the study was sent to those 
individuals designated in each state as responsible for programs for the gifted. The 
level of knowledge about gifted education varied among these individuals, thereby 
12 
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influencing their understanding of the survey components. This potential variation in 
knowledge, as well as a reliance on self-reporting, may have resulted in inaccurate 
responses. A second limitation relates to the limited sample and the rate of return, 
which was 72%. The sample of this study was limited to the directors of gifted 
education in the 50 states. Given the nature of the sample, the researcher cannot make 
generalizations regarding the states not responding to the survey. A third limitation 
relates to the manner in which the content analysis was conducted. The researcher 
utilized the State Document Review Form to analyze state documents. In doing so, 
she used self-derived criteria to make judgments regarding whether or not specific 
differentiation features were apparent in the documentation. No reliability measure, 
such as having another individual complete the analysis for comparison, was 
included. This thus limits the reliability of the content analysis. 
Several delimitations that limited the scope ofthe study also existed. One 
delimitation for this study was the use of primarily closed-ended questions in the 
survey in order to manage the analysis of the responses more effectively. A second 
delimitation was the reliance on survey data and document review content analysis to 
provide data. While the inclusion of interviews or focus group discussions with 
respondents would have been desirable, the constraint on researcher time and 
resources was a consideration. 
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Chapter 2 
Review of the Literature 
Introduction 
Relevant strands of literature that provide the foundation for this study were 
found in the areas of general curriculum reform, the development of differentiated 
curricula for gifted learners, and research regarding curriculum effectiveness for 
gifted learners. Each area contributes to an understanding of how best practices in 
curriculum design, development, and implementation for gifted learners fit into the 
larger context of general curricular practices. 
In a review of the literature about practices that received strong support as 
being uniquely appropriate for gifted education, Shore and Delcourt (1996) included 
the use ofhigh level curricular materials as one of the five practices. A major issue in 
gifted education is defining what constitutes this high level curriculum. Neither the 
NAGC Pre-K- Grade 12 Gifted Program Standards (Landrum & Shaklee, 1998) nor 
National Excellence: A Case for Developing America's Talent (U.S. Department of 
Education, 1993) clearly defines what appropriately challenging curriculum is, in 
terms of the research literature. Therefore, the focus of this literature review is to 
summarize research pertaining to curriculum design, development, and 
implementation in several contexts: 1) the general curriculum reform movement, 2) 
the development of differentiated curricula for gifted learners, and 3) the 
effectiveness of various curricula for gifted learners. Such an analysis should provide 
the basis for recommendations that may be utilized by practitioners in determining 
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best practice as they plan gifted programs. Table I is a Table of Specifications for 
selected studies from the review of the literature. 
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Table 1 
Table of Specifications for Selected Studies from Review ofthe Literature 
Strand Author(s) Synopsis 
General Curriculum O'Day & Smith, 1993 The purpose of the standards was to improve curriculum and 
Reform instruction for all students. 
USDOE, 1995 The National Education Standards and Assessment Council 
(NESAC) was established to ensure that standard-setting activities 
by the content-area professional organizations 
Mid-Continent Regional The implementation of standards-based reform is a complex process 
Educational Laboratory that requires that certain steps be taken at the state, district, and 
(n.d.) school levels. 
Valverde & Schmidt, TIMSS: The unfocused curriculum in this country has little 
1997 coherence. There is little thought given to the relationships between 
concepts and topics. 
USDOE NCES, 1999 TIMSS: U.S. twelfth graders scored below the international average 
and among the lowest of the 21 participating nations in both math 
and science general knowledge. The average scores ofU.S. physics 
and advanced math students were below the international average 
and among the lowest of the 16 countries administering the 
assessments. 
Cochrane, 1999 TIMSS: Curriculum standards were developed and maintained at 
various levels of government. The U.S. math and science curricula 
lack the coherence, rigor, and focus of the curricula found in other 
participating countries. State curriculum frameworks tend to 
emphasize breadth over depth. 
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Strand Author(s) Synopsis 
General Curriculum Dutro & Valencia, 2004 The findings indicated multiple meanings of alignment and the 
Reform varying influence of state content standards on district reform. The 
relationship between state and district standards is complex. Policies 
are needed to promote district ownership of standards and expand 
accountability beyond test scores. 
Desimone, Smith, & Reforms require new content and teaching methodologies. 
Uemo, 2003 Professional development can be a key policy instrument through 
which reforms are implemented. 
Knapp, 2002 Numerous structures, purposes, and actions intervene between the 
actions taken by a policy-making group and those involved directly 
iri teaching. 
Borko, et al., 2003 Leadership is a key factor in school reform efforts. Successfully I 
! 
building capacity and using that capacity are essential to help all i 
students meet state standards. 
Spillane, 1999 State standards promoted action at the district level. State policy 
limited district attention to substantial content and pedagogical 
changes. 
Development of Borland, 1989 This author defined differentiated curricula as "modified courses of 
Differentiated Curricula study designed to make the schools more responsive to the 
for Gifted Learners educational needs ofthese exceptional learners" (1989, p. 171). 
VanTassel-Baska, 2003 This author outlined specific differentiation features essential for a 
curriculum to be considered appropriate for gifted learners: 
acceleration, depth, complexity, challenge, and creativity. 
Maker, 1982 Maker's list of characteristics of a differentiated curriculum includes 
the need for: sophisticated content, an emphasis on higher level 
thinking skills, the development of quality products, and 
opportunities for independent study. 
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Strand Author(s) Synopsis 
Development of Tomlinson, 2004 This author suggested the importance of defining the "know," 
Differentiated Curricula "understand," and "be able to do" as the first step in creating 
for Gifted Learners meaning-oriented curriculum. 
Purcell, 1995 The majority of the respondents in this study reported that the status 
of their gifted education program had been jeopardized in some way. 
The researcher suggested that greater articulation and advocacy are 
needed at the local, state, and federal levels in order to support the 
field of gifted education in a time of reform. 
Baker, 2001 Based on a review of state aid allocations for "fringe populations" 
(including gifted students), this researcher determined that methods 
for identifying the students need to be consistent. He also suggested 
a stronger linkage in policy between the identified populations and 
program services. 
Westberg & Daoust, 2003 In this replication study, the researchers found that the 
differentiation practices of teachers in third and fourth grade 
classrooms had not changed in the last ten years. 
Gallagher, 2004 This author noted the unintended negative consequences ofNCLB 
for gifted students. He emphasized the importance of a stronger 
support system for teachers to ensure quality services for all 
students. 
Research Regarding Gallagher, Stepien, & Problem-based learning (PBL) enhanced student problem-solving 
Curriculum Effectiveness Rosenthal, 1992 ability in some areas. 
for Gifted Learners Kulik & Kulik, 1984 Their meta-analysis of the research about acceleration showed that 
the performance of accelerated students surpassed that of their non-
accelerated peers by almost one grade level. 
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Strand Author(s) Synopsis 
Research Regarding Renzulli, Baum, & In this study of underachieving gifted students, 82% of the subjects 
Curriculum Effectiveness Hebert, 1995 made gains after participation in a Type III Enrichment activity, as 
for Gifted Learners measured by achievement test scores, report card grades, and 
student, parent, and teacher interviews. Although specific results 
varied in relation to the student's reason for underachievement, 
improvements in motivation, attitudes toward school learning, and 
behavior were also noted. 
Schack, 1993 This researcher examined the effects of a specific problem solving 
curriculum called Creative Problem Solving (CPS). The researcher 
investigated student outcomes related to creative problem solving 
and teacher perceptions regarding students' creativity, critical 
thinking, and potential giftedness. She found that average, honors 
(above average), and gifted students showed achievement gains as a 
result of the skills taught in the intervention. 
VanTassel-Baska, et al., The four studies that measured gains in student achievement indicate 
2002,2000,1998,1996 the importance of developing curriculum which includes elements 
differentiated to meet the unique needs of gifted learners. The three 
dimensions of the Integrated Curriculum Model provide 
specifications for the features which should be included in a 
curricular intervention for gifted students. 
Little, et al., under review The implementation of a social studies curriculum intervention 
designed specifically for gifted students resulted in significant 
treatment effect in the areas of conceptual thinking and content 
knowledge. The study indicates that more research is needed about 
student learning based on grouping assignment. 
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The Curriculum Reform Literature 
Relationship Between Curriculum and Student Achievement 
The potential impact on student achievement is the most compelling reason 
for an emphasis on high quality curriculum (Bums & Purcell, in preparation). 
Marzano (2000) in a synthesis of the extant research from the last four decades, noted 
that schools can influence student achievement to a great extent, particularly if 
teachers are provided with well-articulated curricula. Various other syntheses of 
research (Good & Brophy, 1986; Reynolds & Teddlie, 2000) about school-level 
factors ("a function of school policy and schoolwide decisions and initiatives," 
Marzano, 2003, p. 1 0) support the role of curricula in student achievement. In his 
explication of school-level factors associated with school effectiveness, Marzano 
(2003) asserted that "a guaranteed and viable curriculum" (p. 22) has the greatest 
impact on student achievement. 
Background of the Curriculum Reform Movement 
The publication of A Nation at Risk in 1981 first alerted Americans to the 
deficiencies in their schools. Reform for the next few years, however, was still limited 
primarily to local and state initiatives. In 1989, under the leadership ofPresident 
George Bush, the nation's governors convened an Education Summit to discuss the 
state of education and how it could be improved. The resulting initiative included six 
National Education Goals which were to be achieved by the year 2000 (U.S. 
Department of Education, 1995). 
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In order to provide a national focus for the implementation of the Goals, the 
National Goals Panel was established in July of 1990. An outgrowth of the panel was 
the chartering of the National Education Standards and Assessment Council 
(NESAC), which was given the mission "to ensure that the many standard-setting 
activities currently underway move forward expeditiously and reflect a broad national 
consensus about what all American students should know and be able to do if they are 
to achieve at world-class levels" (U.S. Department of Education, 1995, p. 2). An early 
initiative ofNESAC was to request that professional organizations develop voluntary 
national standards in their fields. 
Organizations such as the National Council for the Social Studies and the 
National Council of Teachers of Mathematics then began the work of developing 
national standards for their subject areas. According to VanTassel-Baska (1993), the 
refonn principles that guided their work were: 1) curriculum as meaning-oriented for 
the learner, 2) curriculum as a way to engage students in thinking, 3) curriculum 
emphasizing intra- and inter-disciplinary connections, 4) curriculum teaching 
metacognition, 5) curriculum as a method for cultivating student habits of mind, 6) 
curriculum reflecting multiculturalism and globalism, 7) curriculum as a means of 
promoting active learning and problem-solving, 8) curriculum utilizing technology, 9) 
curriculum as a method for identifying learner outcomes, and 1 0) the authentic 
assessment of outcomes related to the curriculum implementation. 
As various state departments of education began the systemic refonn process, 
in many cases leaders used the standards developed by the national professional 
organizations as the basis for their efforts to develop state standards. Although their 
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methods and strategies have differed, their purpose has been the same: "to upgrade 
significantly the quality of the curriculum and instruction delivered to all children" 
(O'Day & Smith, 1993, p. 251). In spite ofthis effort toward a common goal, the 
issue of curriculum coherence has not been dealt with effectively (Fuhrman, 1993; 
O'Day & Smith, 1993). VanTassel-Baska (1993) noted the importance of all involved 
entities changing together in a systematic manner. Hargreaves, Earl, Moore, and 
Manning cautioned that reform must move beyond "karaoke," or "empty box" 
curriculum (2001, p. 3), in which multiple interpretations may be gleaned from the 
standards verbiage, thus resulting in details of implementation which often dilute the 
intent of the standards. 
Current Status of the Curriculum Reform Movement in General Education 
Brandt (1995) argued that due to widespread criticism, the standards-based 
refom1 movement should be considered "dead" (p. 5). In spite of acknowledging the 
problems with resources, the potential for increasing achievement gaps between 
certain populations, the volume of material involved, and criticisms that the standards 
were simply a reincarnation of previous attempts at reform, Marzano and Kendall 
(1997) stated that "the logic behind organizing schooling around standards is so 
compelling as to make standards-based reform something that schools and districts 
will implement even in the absence of federal or state mandates or incentives" (p. 6). 
In a 1998 - 2000 study (Mid-Continent Regional Educational Laboratory 
Network, n.d.) undertaken by researchers from the nation's 10 regional educational 
laboratories (funded by the Office of Educational Research and Improvement of the 
United States Department of Education), findings indicated that the implementation 
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of standards-based reform is a complex process which requires that certain specific 
steps be included at the state, district, and school levels. At the state level, the key 
elements for successful educational reform are: 1) aligning state assessment and 
accountability programs with standards, 2) focusing state work on instruction and 
professional development, 3) involving all constituencies in the development and 
review of state standards, and 4) reviewing state education policies and progress on 
an ongoing basis. At the district level, key elements for successful educational 
reform are: 1) aligning district curriculum, instruction, and assessment to the 
standards, 2) building the capacity of district staff, 3) fostering relationships with 
district stakeholders, and 4) attending carefully to the allocation of district resources. 
For school-level reform to be successful, key elements were: 1) approaching reform 
as a systemic process, 2) creating a collaborative culture based on instruction, 3) 
sustaining leadership toward a shared visions, and 4) monitoring student learning for 
school improvement. 
As of2002, the majority ofthe states have implemented a standards-based 
reform program. It is clear, however, that the standards vary widely in rigor (Tucker 
& Codding, 1998). Although the intent of the development of the national 
professional groups' standards was for them to serve as exemplars for the states, the 
degree to which these state standards mirror those expectations differs significantly 
(Smith, 1995). Although the scope ofthe standards maybe comparable, the state 
standards typically are an inconsistent translation of the national standards 
(VanTassel-Baska, 2000b). While the national standards have many potentially 
positive aspects, the problems with their translation at the state level, their 
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interpretation at the classroom level, and their assessment have resulted in a 
continued lack of curriculum coherence. Therefore, the potential of standards 
frameworks as both an important policy tool and the foundation for changed 
educational practices has not yet been met (Resnick & Nolan, 1995). 
Several studies specific to the Third International Mathematics and Science 
Study (TIMMS) have provided valuable information about both student achievement 
and curricular concerns. Valverde and Schmidt (1997) noted that the unfocused 
curriculum in the United States has little coherence, particularly pertaining to the 
relationships between concepts and topics. Cochrane (1999) determined that the 
United States generally has mathematics and science curricula that lack the 
coherence, rigor, and focus of the curricula found in other participating countries. In 
addition, Cochrane found that state curriculum frameworks tend to emphasize breadth 
over depth. Data from the United States Department of Education and the National 
Center for Educational Statistics (1999) showed that twelfth graders from the United 
States scored below the international average and among the lowest of the 21 
participating nations in both math and general science knowledge. 
Some key studies during the past five years have examined the impact of the 
reform movement relative to state and school district structures and practices. In a 
study of the influence of state standards initiatives, Dutro and Valencia (2004) found 
multiple meanings of alignment in documentation and the varying influence of state 
content standards on district reform. They determined that the relationship between 
state and district standards is complex, requiring policies that promote district 
ownership pf the standards and that expand accountability beyond test scores. 
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Desimone, Smith, and Uemo (2003) noted that reforms require both new 
content and teaching methodologies. Professional development can be a key policy 
instrument through which reforms may be implemented. Spillane ( 1999) also 
addressed the way in which state standards promote action at the district level, often 
resulting in substantial content and pedagogical changes. 
Knapp (2002) discussed the gap between policy and practice relative to 
reform. The study described the way in which structures, purposes, and actions can 
intervene between the actions taken by a policy group and those involved directly in 
teaching. Borko et al. (2003) emphasized the role of leadership as a key factor in 
reducing the gap between policy and practice. Successfully building capacity and 
using that capacity were determined to be essential to help all students meet state 
standards. 
The Reform Movement and Curriculum Development in Gifted Education 
Curriculum coherence is an even greater issue in gifted education, given the 
often tenuous nature of its relationship with general education. Many questions 
regarding the linkage of gifted education curriculum to the standard curriculum are 
now being asked. According to VanTassel-Baska (2000b), "we must view the 
standards movement as an opportunity to upgrade what we do as well and go through 
the standards to do it, not around them" (p. 2). The standards developed in the various 
states represent some level of agreement about what America's students should be 
learning. Although there has been some improvement in the quality of state standards, 
concerns still exist because they do not incorporate information about best practices 
in curriculum design for all students or the knowledge about the needs of advanced 
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learners relative to curriculum (Purcell, Bums, Tomlinson, Imbeau, & Martin, 2002). 
The key point to be emphasized in support of gifted students is that the characteristics 
of these children require higher expectation levels for performance. In some cases, 
this may require that differentiated learner outcomes be developed in order to 
challenge students appropriately (VanTassel-Baska, 1992). In other situations, 
teachers of the gifted need assistance in developing appropriate learning experiences 
and in streamlining the standard curriculum. This assistance may come in the form of 
a district plan for creating differentiated curriculum. Ideally, "the written curriculum 
needs to reinforce the expectation of academic responsiveness and help teachers in 
the difficult task of responsive teaching" (Tomlinson & Allan, 2000, p. 90). 
Specific aspects of the curriculum reform movement were addressed directly 
by practices and initiatives in gifted education. One of the National Education Goals, 
for example, included a focus on mathematics and science achievement. The field of 
gifted education responded by developing programs which responded to this goal: 1) 
academies and residential schools which specialized in math and science, 2) 
mentorships and internships which paired scientists and mathematicians with gifted 
students, and 3) talent search programs with advanced opportunities in these content 
areas (VanTassel-Baska, 1992). 
The curriculum reform movement has changed the paradigm for curriculum in 
gifted education. In the past, gifted program curricula often existed as separate 
entities from the general education curricula and the term differentiated implied an 
entirely different curriculum from that being implemented in the general education 
classroom. Partly due to high stakes state testing and partly because of attempts to 
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bridge the gap between gifted education and general education, many leaders in gifted 
education have viewed the curriculum reform movement as an opportunity to 
improve instruction for all learners and to promote the initiatives of gifted education. 
VanTassel-Baska urged practitioners in the field to "embrace the world of general 
education, its models and its curriculum reforms, while not forsaking totally the 
exceptionality concept that defines the nature of the gifted population" (1992, p. 2). 
In a replication study, Westberg and Dauoust (2003) found that the 
differentiation practices of teachers had not changed in the last ten years. This is in 
spite of the increased rhetoric about the importance of addressing student readiness, 
learning profile, and interests as a key to assisting students in meeting state standards 
within the new educational paradigm (Tomlinson, 2004). 
Another recent shift in the paradigm for gifted education is a result of The No 
Child Left Behind Act of 2001 (NCLB). The legislation has created some possible 
unintended negative consequences for gifted children, according to Gallagher (2004). 
Among his recommendations to counteract the negative impact is an emphasis on the 
importance of a support system for teachers to ensure quality services for all students. 
The Curriculum Reform Standards and the NAGC Curriculum Standards 
In 1996, an NAGC task force was established to determine the feasibility of 
developing programming standards for gifted education. The task force membership 
included representatives from higher education, state level gifted administration, local 
level gifted administration, and parent groups. In 1998, the NA GC Pre-K- Grade 12 
Gifted Program Standards were published as the culmination of the group's work 
(Landrum, Callahan, & Shaklee, 2001). The Gifted Program Standards included 
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seven essential criteria of gifted education programming: program design, program 
administration and management, socio-emotional guidance and counseling, student 
identification, curriculum and instruction, professional development, and program 
evaluation; they represent "standards consistently cited across sources as critical to 
program success" (Landrum, Callahan, & Shaklee, 2001, p. ix). For each criterion, 
guiding principles formed the basis for each standard. 
In 2001, a follow-up monograph was published entitledAimingfor 
Excellence: Annotations to the NAGC Pre-K- Grade 12 Gifted Program Standards 
(Landrum, Callahan, & Shaklee, 2001 ). The purpose of this publication was to 
provide a rationale for each criterion, explanations of the guiding principles, and a 
summary of the research and theoretical framework. In the standards document, the 
description of the curriculum and instruction criterion is: "Gifted education services 
must include curricular and instructional opportunities directed to the unique needs of 
the gifted learner" (Landrum & Shaklee, 1998, p. 5). Minimum standards and 
exemplary standards are listed for each guiding principle. Many school administrators 
have used these standards for program evaluation purposes. 
The development of the standards for gifted education was similar to the 
development of content area standards, in terms of the leadership of the primary 
national professional organization and the inclusion of input from multiple 
constituencies. The purpose of establishing the standards in this manner was ensure 
that instructional decisions would be based on sound professional guidance. 
Although some of the same vocabulary is used in the various sets of standards, 
the meanings are slightly different. For example, the National Council of Teachers of 
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Mathematics (NCTM) refers to standards as "the mathematical content and processes 
that students should learn" and principles as "particular features of high-quality 
mathematics education" (National Council of Teachers ofMathematics, 2000, p. 1). 
NAGC's use of the term "principle" is similar to that ofNCTM. However, a standard 
in the NAGC document refers to "a designated level of performance on criteria that 
signify programming success" (Worthen, Sanders, & Fitzpatrick, as cited in Landrum, 
Callahan, & Shaklee, 2001, p. xii). 
In both the national content standards and the NAGC standards for curriculum 
and instruction, thinking skills have been included. While the direct teaching of 
thinking skills has been a hallmark of gifted education curriculum, its infusion into 
the core curriculum is a direct result ofthe reform efforts (VanTassel-Baska, 1992) . 
. The inclusion of creative thinking exercises, creative problem solving, and critical 
thinking processes represents an opportunity for gifted education practitioners to 
share their expertise and techniques with teachers in the general education setting. 
The national content standards represent generic learning outcomes for 
students. The National Council for the Social Studies included teacher expectations 
and school applications, in addition to the learner expectations. In their standards, the 
National Council of Teachers ofMathematics included both expectations for 
instructional programs and for the learners. The NAGC Standards, in contrast, 
represent only program standards. A future endeavor in the area of curriculum and 
instruction, specifically, could be the translation of these program standards into a 
document delineating learning outcomes for gifted students. 
Another primary difference between the content standards and the standards 
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for gifted education programming is in the level of specificity. The National History 
Standards, for instance, include nine content standards for kindergarten through grade 
4, thirty-two content standards in U.S. history in grades 5 through 12, and thirty-six 
content standards in world history for grades 5 through 12. Within the criterion of 
curriculum and instruction of the gifted education programming standards, five 
guiding principles are listed, each of which is accompanied by one or more minimum 
and exemplary standards. These standards are broad statements that are based on 
scholarly work in gifted education. Although there is a lack of specificity and limited 
reliance on research as a basis, the NAGC standards represent an initial effort to 
define essential elements of gifted education programming. 
Development ofDifferentiated Curricula for Gifted Learners 
Shore (1988) defined recommended practices as comprising "the considered 
advice of experts and persons actively involved in the field" (p. 9). In the preface to 
his list of recommended practices in gifted education, he noted that such practices 
may be derived from empirical investigation, but often are not; therefore, he would 
consider such practices to be suggestions for what teachers and parents should do. In 
a review of 98 books about gifted education, Shore and his colleagues developed lists 
of recommended practices in various strands, such as administration/advocacy, 
curriculum content/skills, and teaching strategies. Practice CC12, "gifted children 
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require a qualitatively different education, with a distinctive curriculum, at least part 
ofthe time" (Shore, 1988, p. 15), is similar to the description of the curriculum and 
instruction criterion found in the NAGC standards. 
Curriculum is "that reconstruction ofknowledge and experience, 
systematically developed under the auspices of the school (or university), to enable 
the learner to increase his or her control of knowledge and experience" (Tanner & 
Tanner, as cited in Borland, 1989, p. 175). Borland defined differentiated curricula as 
"modified courses of study designed to make the schools more responsive to the 
educational needs ofthese exceptional learners" (1989, p. 171). Tomlinson (2001) 
echoed the issue of responsiveness to learner needs and described the elements of 
curriculum that could be differentiated: content, process, and products. Many of the 
elements of a defensible differentiated curriculum for gifted learners found in the 
current literature ofthe field are recommended practices, which according to Shore's 
definition (1988) are suggestions based on the scholarly work of theorists, but are not 
necessarily based on empirical research. 
Borland (1989) noted that although defining defensible curricula for the gifted 
is influenced by an individual's philosophy regarding the appropriate education of 
these learners, the key to defensibility is demonstrating the relationship between the 
students' exceptionalities and the features which make the curriculum differentiated. 
He believed that the minimum requirements for a curriculum for gifted learners must 
include: 1) agreement regarding what gifted students should learn beyond the core 
curriculum, 2) the existence of a scope and sequence to frame the knowledge and 
resulting instructional design, and 3) systematic and intentional alignment with the 
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core curriculum. Once a framework has been established based upon these 
requirements, then the following features should be incorporated: an emphasis on 
thinking processes, meaningful content, independent study, and accelerative options. 
In her discussion of appropriately differentiated curriculum, VanTassel-Baska 
(1994) first emphasized three distinguishing characteristics of gifted learners: their 
ability to learn at faster rates than their peers, their ability to find and solve problems, 
and their ability to understand abstractions and make connections. She noted that 
these learner characteristics must be considered and can be addressed through 
modifications of the content model, the process/product model, and the 
epistemological model to create a differentiated curriculum; these models include 
many ofthe features which Borland considered essential. VanTassel-Baska (2003) 
also outlined specific differentiation features that are essential for a curriculum to be 
considered appropriate for gifted learners: acceleration, complexity, depth, challenge, 
and creativity. Each feature has descriptors that provide guidance for the types of 
appropriate modifications which must be made to meet the needs of these students 
According to Maker (1982), the common elements that could be found in 
definitions of differentiated curriculum conceptualized by Ward, Renzulli, and 
Kaplan are: 1) the basis for the differentiation is the unique characteristics of gifted 
learners, 2) the inclusion of concepts of greater complexity or higher levels of 
abstraction, 3) an emphasis on the development of advanced thinking skills, and 4) 
the provision of materials or logistical arrangements to facilitate student growth. With 
a focus on learner needs as the driving force, Maker's list of characteristics of a 
differentiated curriculum includes the need for: sophisticated content, an emphasis on 
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higher level thinking skills, the development of quality products, and opportunities 
for independent study. The modifications that are found throughout the literature may 
be categorized as relating to content, process, product, learning environment, and 
affective concerns. 
Maker and Nielson (1995) acknowledged the difficulty of defining 
qualitatively different curriculum in operational terms, particularly given the lack of 
research comparing the effectiveness of different approaches. In a field that 
emphasizes the need for qualitatively differentiated curricula, the paucity of research 
about the effectiveness of various curriculum interventions and models has sometimes 
been a barrier to the advancement of various initiatives. In order for the gap between 
general education and gifted education to be bridged, it is necessary for practitioners 
to see and understand the student gains that can result from the use of a qualitatively 
different curriculum and the related instructional strategies. 
Research Regarding Curriculum Effectiveness for Gifted Learners 
An analysis of the empirical research provides information regarding those 
independent variables that have significant effects on the dependent variable of 
achievement gains of gifted students. Descriptions of the following will be included: 
1) curriculum interventions used with gifted students, 2) the ways in which 
achievement gains were measured, and 3) other noteworthy aspects of the curricular 
interventions, as indicated by the research. A review of empirical studies from the last 
ten years regarding curricular interventions implemented with gifted students includes 
those that address implementation of specific curriculum units, courses of study, and 
student-generated activities, and which include data about effectiveness. Emergent 
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themes that suggest the essential characteristics of a qualitatively differentiated 
curriculum for gifted students will be outlined. The analysis will be followed by a 
discussion of the implications for practice and recommendations for further research. 
During the last ten years, the research regarding curriculum effectiveness for 
gifted learners has focused primarily on five types of interventions (Johnsen, 2000): 
problem-based learning, acceleration, Type III Enrichment activities (Renzulli & 
Reis, 1986), thinking skills strategies, and the implementation of curriculum units 
designed specifically for gifted learners. Each intervention will be defined in general 
terms, and then discussed specifically as it relates to the given studies. 
Problem-Based Learning (PBL) 
Problem-based learning was originally utilized in graduate level medical 
school classes as a way of introducing thinking skills. Three classroom modifications 
are part of the problem-based learning structure (Gallagher & Stepien, 1996): 1) the 
introduction of an ill-structured problem, 2) students taking charge of their learning 
while the teacher acts as a metacognitive coach, and 3) students being given the role 
of stakeholders in the ill-structured problem. A concern that is frequently voiced 
about the use of problem-based learning is whether content coverage will occur 
within the problem-solving context. Proponents of problem-based learning note that 
content coverage is enhanced because students are not simply learning discrete facts, 
but must integrate their knowledge and apply it. Because the concern about content 
coverage is so prevalent, several of the studies which have been conducted have 
specifically examined this issue. 
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At a school for students identified as talented in mathematics and science, 
Dods (1997) conducted an action research study to determine how problem-based 
learning compared with traditional lecture in a high school science course in terms of 
content acquisition and student understanding. The instruments used were student 
self-assessments, in which the results indicated that lecture promotes content 
coverage and problem-based learning influences in-depth understanding. Gallagher 
and Stepien's study (1996) of problem-based learning in an American studies class 
indicated that content acquisition was not forfeited as a result of infusing inquiry and 
problem-solving activities into instruction. Student gains on multiple choice tests of 
the content were greater for students in the problem-based learning courses than for 
students enrolled in traditional format courses. 
In a study of problem-based learning at a school for students talented in 
mathematics and science, Gallagher, Stepien, and Rosenthal (1992) examined 
problem-based learning to document its effect on problem-solving strategies. The 
researchers reviewed the posttest results of students enrolled in a problem-based 
learning tutorial to determine whether there would be an improvement in student 
problem-solving schemes. They found that students who had been involved in the 
intervention showed significant gains in their use of problem-solving steps, although 
the pattern of change was not consistent across all steps. The intervention was most 
effective for increasing the frequency of use of the problem finding step. 
The studies regarding problem-based learning indicated various types of gains 
in student academic achievement. In an educational climate in which content 
acquisition is emphasized in terms of state standards and testing, the ability of 
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problem-based learning to promote content acquisition as well as depth of 
understanding is significant. Another important aspect of the research about problem-
based learning is the realization of the positive impact of integrating process-based 
instruction with meaningful content. Much of the initial research about problem-
based learning focused on how teachers adjusted to the innovation, as opposed to its 
effectiveness as an instructional strategy (Gallagher, Stepien, & Rosenthal, 1992). 
Unfortunately, barriers to implementing such a strategy have sometimes resulted 
because of teachers' perceptions about sacrificing content when curriculum focuses 
on higher order thinking skills. The review of these three studies indicates the 
promise of effectiveness of problem-based learning and may be useful for promoting 
such a curriculum for all learners, not just those enrolled in gifted programs 
(Gallagher & Stepien, 1996). 
Acceleration 
Acceleration refers to using competence rather than age to determine when a 
student can access certain academic experiences; it is characterized by progressing 
through the educational system at rate faster than typical age peers (VanTassel-Baska, 
1998a; VanTassel-Baska, 1998b). Pressey (1949) categorized accelerative options 
into three basic types: 1) grade acceleration, which involves grade skipping, 2) 
telescoping, which involves covering a set curriculum in a shorter period of time, and 
3) content acceleration, in which a student moves through content at his/her own 
pace. The majority of the empirical research from the last ten years regarding 
curricular interventions in gifted education was related to acceleration. Student 
achievement gains were measured through a variety of instruments, such as the 
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College Entrance Examination Board (CEEB) science achievement tests, student self-
report measures, performance-based measures, interviews and questionnaires, and the 
Advanced Placement tests in given subjects. 
Three of the studies focused on student outcomes of summer classes held at 
The Johns Hopkins University Center for the Advancement of Academically Talented 
Youth (CTY). The three-week summer courses for academically talented students 12 
to 16 years of age were designed to be individually paced in mathematics and fast-
paced in the sciences. Lynch (1992) found that acceleration in these science courses 
allowed highly motivated, talented students to master content at a rate much faster 
than that which would occur in the regular school setting. Mills, Ablard, and Lynch 
(1992) reviewed student self-reports about their level of preparation for advanced 
coursework following participation in an individually paced precalculus class. They 
found that students felt adequately prepared for subsequent courses and generally 
performed well, as indicated by receiving an A in such courses. The work of Mills 
and Ablard (1993) indicated that although students performed well in the special 
summer courses, their home schools were sometimes reluctant to allow students to 
alter the typical sequence of courses and be placed in appropriately challenging 
courses. 
Kolitch and Brody (1992) examined the precollege preparation of students 
who were identified as highly talented in mathematics and the effects of acceleration 
on their achievement and interest in the topic. Through examination of student self-
reports and scores on the Advanced Placement calculus examinations, the researchers 
found that the subjects succeeded in mathematics courses taken several years earlier 
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than the norm and maintained a high degree of enthusiasm. They also learned that, in 
many instances, students had to look beyond the realm of their school courses to meet 
their needs and that school administrative structures are not always supportive for 
meeting the needs of students who are highly gifted in mathematics. 
Acceleration in mathematics was the focus of four other studies conducted in 
the last ten years. Miller, Mills, and Tangherlini (1995) examined the impact on gifted 
elementary and middle school students' mathematics achievement as the result of 
being placed in a modified instructional program. They found that meeting the needs 
of these students required: 1) a combination of acceleration and enrichment, 2) 
flexible grouping arrangements, 3) homogeneous instructional objectives based on 
ability, and 4) heterogeneous grouping within classrooms. In a study about the use of 
computer-based programs to facilitate mathematics and science acceleration, 
Ravaglia, Suppes, Stillinger, and Alper (1995) noted that acceleration was a viable 
option as long as students were allowed to move at their own pace and had frequent 
opportunities to demonstrate mastery. Sowell's (1993) review of the empirical 
research regarding programs for mathematically gifted students showed a clear 
benefit from accelerative options and technology-based programs for facilitating 
acceleration. Swiatek's (1993) summary of the longitudinal research on academic 
acceleration through the Study ofMathematically Precocious Youth (SMPY) clearly 
supports acceleration. The SMPY research has shown that accelerated students have 
demonstrated strong performance at advanced levels of study and have completed 
college and attended graduate school at levels exceeding the national average. 
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Acceleration in the form of subject and grade skipping was the focus of a 
study conducted by Rimm and Lovance (1992). The purpose of acceleration in this 
study was slightly different than that in the other research reviewed for this paper, 
because it was used specifically as a technique to prevent and reverse 
underachievement. Fourteen students were subject- or grade-skipped as a way to 
provide an appropriately academically challenging environment. Although this study 
did not provide quantitative data, it did yield evidence that acceleration can be used 
effectively as a method for altering patterns of underachievement in able students. 
Kulik and Kulik's (1984) meta-analysis ofthe research about acceleration 
showed that the performance of accelerated students surpassed that of their non-
accelerated peers by almost one grade level. In the more recent research about the 
effectiveness of accelerative options as a curricular option for gifted students, 
students have shown achievement gains and have been successful in their work in 
courses which have followed accelerated courses of study. Throughout all of these 
studies, there are some commonalities in terms ofthe authors' recommendations: the 
importance of flexibility in pacing, course offerings, and organizational 
arrangements; the importance of a diagnostic approach to testing and a prescriptive 
approach to instruction; the need for developing appropriate learner outcomes based 
on ability; and the need to infuse higher order thinking skills into instruction. 
Type III Enrichment Activities: Independent Study Options 
A broad view of giftedness that includes creativity, motivation, and task 
commitment is considered fundamental to philosophies of enrichment in gifted 
education. Enrichment curriculum models tend to emphasize process skills rather 
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than content; evidence of student achievement is typically indicated through the 
development of products and performances (VanTassel-Baska & Brown, 2001). The 
Renzulli Enrichment Triad is an example of an enrichment curriculum model. It 
offers three types of enrichment activities, with Type III considered to be the most 
advanced and most appropriate for high ability students (Renzulli & Reis, 1986). 
Type III Enrichment activities are designed so that the student will take the role of a 
practicing professional in a specific field of interest; under the supervision of a 
teacher or mentor, the student pursues a real world problem in an in-depth manner. In 
the research of the last ten years regarding curriculum effectiveness of independent 
study options, most of the studies have concerned Type III Enrichment activities. 
Friedman and Lee (1996) investigated dependent variables related to teacher 
behaviors and student responses in their study of Renzulli and Reis's Enrichment 
Triad Model, Taylor's Multiple Talent Model, and Williams's Cognitive-Affective 
Interaction Model. Specifically, they wanted to determine whether training in these 
models would have a measurable effect for high ability students in mixed-ability 
classrooms. They found that the Cognitive-Affective Interaction Model resulted in the 
greatest gains in the cognitive complexity of teacher questions and student responses. 
In Olenchak's (1995) study of the effects of a year-long, personally tailored 
enrichment program for gifted learning disabled students, he found that involvement 
in independent study through Type III Enrichment activities tended to enhance 
students' attitudes toward school learning. An analysis of creative productivity 
showed a rate of completion similar to that of non-learning disabled students. 
Renzulli, Baum, and Hebert (1995) examined the use of Type III activities with gifted 
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students who had been identified as underachievers. As a result of participation in a 
Type III experience, 82% of the students made gains, as measured by achievement 
test scores, report card grades, and student, parent, and teacher interviews. Although 
specific results varied in relation to the student's reason for underachievement, 
improvements in motivation, attitudes toward school learning, and behavior were also 
noted. 
Hebert's (1993) longitudinal study ofthe creative productivity of nine gifted 
students from Grade 3 until undergraduate school showed gains in both cognitive and 
affective areas related to their participation in Type III activities. Five major themes 
emerged from the data, all of which indicated the positive and lasting impact of 
involvement in such independent study activities. For example, early Type III 
interests or strength areas which were cultivated through independent study 
opportunities tended to impact the students' post-secondary course and college 
selections. 
The studies regarding Type III enrichment activities have been conducted with 
a variety of gifted students. In addition to gains in student achievement, positive 
results have been noted in the areas of self-concept and student attitudes. The 
opportunity for students to work in areas of interest in their preferred learning styles 
is an example of educators being responsive to learner needs yet still being cognizant 
of the components of effective instruction. 
An issue that was not discussed in any of the studies was the extent to which 
student investigations had to be linked to the core curriculum. Traditionally, 
enrichment programs have emphasized learning beyond or instead of the traditional 
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content. Such an abandonment of content standards may be problematic in some 
settings. 
Thinking Skills Strategies 
In the gifted education literature, thinking skills and process skills are terms 
which have often been used synonymously and which typically include the following: 
higher order thinking skills, critical thinking, problem solving, creative thinking, 
creative problem solving, and questioning and inquiry skills. Teaching thinking skills 
has been considered an essential element of the process through which an individual 
develops a knowledge base (Feldhusen, 1994). Although research that supports the 
effectiveness of teaching thinking skills strategies has been very limited, a plethora of 
materials and methodologies is described in the gifted education literature. 
An emphasis in some gifted education programs has been on future studies, 
such as the Future Problem Solving Program. The curriculum for this program 
focuses on a future-oriented perspective and problem-solving instruction. Tallent-
Runnels and Yarbrough (1992) reviewed questionnaires completed by gifted students 
in Grades 4 through 6 who had participated such a program. Compared to their peers 
who did not receive the intervention, the subjects indicated to a greater extent that 
they felt a degree of control over their future. In addition, they expressed more 
concerns about future and global issues, such as sources of energy. 
Schack (1993) also examined the effects of a specific problem solving 
curriculum called Creative Problem Solving (CPS), which was developed by Isaksen 
and Treffinger. The researcher investigated student outcomes related to creative 
problem solving and teacher perceptions regarding students' creativity, critical 
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thinking, and potential giftedness. She found that average, honors (above average), 
and gifted students showed achievement gains as a result of the skills taught in the 
intervention. Her data also indicated that teachers' perceptions of average students 
often did not allow them to recognize gains when rating them on dimensions such as 
creativity and potential giftedness. Schack argued that her study lends support to the 
argument that process skills should be taught to all students. 
In a longitudinal study about the long-term effects of an enrichment program 
based on the Purdue Three-Stage Model, Moon, Feldhusen, and Dillon (1994) looked 
at various curricular features. This model includes Stage I (creative and critical 
thinking exercises) activities, Stage II (creative problem solving) activities, and Stage 
III (independent study) activities (Feldhusen & Kolloff, 1986). For purposes of this 
section of the research review, only results related to Stage I and Stage II activities 
will be reported. The researchers utilized a Likert scale and personal interviews to 
obtain data about the perceptions of the participants about the effects of the 
enrichment program. Their findings indicated positive perceptions about the impact 
on creative thinking ability, problem solving attitude, and problem solving ability. 
Most respondents perceived that the enrichment program had been successful in 
achieving cognitive goals. Contrary to recommendations about the importance of 
infusing thinking skills into the core curriculum rather than teaching them in 
isolation, student reports suggested that they were able to transfer the thinking skills 
strategies to content-specific subject matter at a later time (Moon, Feldhusen, and 
Dillon, 1994). In a related study, Moon (1995) found that enrichment programs 
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appeared to produce subtle effects on the family systems of participants which could 
ultimately benefit the development of gifted children. 
Synectics is a strategy which is also known as metaphoric thinking and that 
uses analogies to teach students to make new and innovative connections. Meador 
(1994) studied the impact of synectics training on the creativity, self-concept, and 
verbal abilities of gifted and nongifted kindergarten students. She used instruments 
appropriate for measuring student achievement gains in creativity and verbal ability, 
as well as a measure of self-concept. Her findings did not indicate a significant 
difference between the effect of the training on the gifted and nongifted students. The 
results of a qualitative analysis of the student responses revealed that gifted students 
responded at a more abstract level than their nongifted peers. 
Curriculum Units Designed Specifically for Gifted Learners 
VanTassel-Baska's Integrated Curriculum Model (ICM) has served as the 
framework for curriculum units in science, language arts, and social studies that were 
developed specifically for gifted learners. The Integrated Curriculum Model includes 
three curriculum dimensions (VanTassel-Baska, 1995): advanced content, 
process/product elements, and the organization of learning experiences around themes 
and issues that are both interdisciplinary and intradisciplinary. In the past ten years, 
the empirical studies that have been conducted relative to curriculum effectiveness 
with such specialized units have all been the products of research initiatives focusing 
on the Integrated Curriculum Model. In their investigation of student gains resulting 
from participation in the science curriculum units, VanTassel-Baska, Bass, Ries, 
Poland, and Avery (1998) found significant differences and large effect size between 
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experimental and comparison groups on a measure of science process skills. 
VanTassel-Baska, Johnson, Hughes, and Boyce (1996) used three instruments to 
determine student achievement gains on outcomes in the areas of literary analysis and 
interpretation, persuasive writing, and linguistic competency; they found that the 
experimental groups showed significant growth and moderate to large effect size 
differences in all three aspects of the assessment. A companion evaluation study 
conducted by VanTassel-Baska, Avery, Little, and Hughes (2000) utilized the 
language arts and science units to examine specific curriculum implementation issues 
within the context of systemic educational reform initiatives. Findings indicated 
positive stakeholder perceptions about the units but limited implementation of the 
curriculum innovation. VanTassel-Baska, Zuo, Avery, and Little (2002) explored 
curriculum efficacy related to specific components in a study focused on language 
arts curricula. Their findings indicated significant student learning outcomes as a 
result of the intervention. Little, et al. (under review) noted that the implementation of 
a social studies intervention designed specifically for gifted students resulted in 
significant treatment effect in the areas of conceptual thinking and content 
knowledge. 
The studies that measured gains in student achievement indicate the 
importance of developing curriculum which includes elements differentiated to meet 
the unique needs of gifted learners. The three dimensions of the Integrated 
Curriculum Model provide specifications for the features which should be included in 
a curricular intervention for gifted students. In language arts, for example, the 
integrated units of study provided a targeted curriculum intervention which has been 
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lacking in most gifted programs (VanTassel-Baska, 1996). The promising aspect of 
these studies is "the potential for blending accepted gifted education practices with 
high level exemplary content" (VanTassel-Baska et al., 1998, p. 210). 
Analysis and Emerging Themes 
In reviewing the research about the effectiveness of curricular interventions in 
gifted education, the author analyzed the information in three phases. The first phase 
involved an initial reading of the studies to determine the nature of the intervention. 
The articles were subsequently sorted into these categories: problem-based learning, 
acceleration, Type III Enrichment activities, thinking skills strategies, and the 
implementation of curriculum units designed specifically for gifted learners. During 
the second phase, the articles were read again and key words were coded ( Glesne & 
Peshkin, 1992) that described the authors' comments regarding curriculum 
effectiveness. The third phase involved coding at interpretive levels (Miles & 
Huberman, 1994) so that categories of information were delineated and themes 
emerged. It is those themes which may be classified as independent variables. They 
also suggest the essential characteristics of a qualitatively differentiated curriculum 
for gifted students. 
Emerging Themes 
In building the rationale for this analysis of the research about curriculum 
effectiveness, the author summarized the viewpoints of various theorists regarding the 
elements of a defensible differentiated curriculum for gifted learners. Support for 
many of their ideas was yielded in the research, but in other cases the findings were 
ambiguous. 
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A theme that emerged in most of the curricular interventions was a strong 
process component, which was frequently coupled with a product dimension. The 
Type III Enrichment activities, problem-based learning units, and thinking skills 
instruction all relied on the utilization of information in an applied manner. 
Ultimately, the culmination of many units resulted in high quality products which 
were representative ofthe students' synthesis of ideas. Choice about topics, 
organization, and presentations seemed to be an important element of the product 
aspect for students. 
"The content of curricula for the gifted/talented should focus on and be 
organized to include more elaborate, complex, and in-depth study of major ideas, 
problems, and themes that integrate knowledge with and across systems of thought" 
(Passow, as cited in Hertzog, 1998, p. 214). Passow's emphasis on the importance of 
content was supported by this literature, as it emerged as a major theme. Particularly 
for problem-based learning and accelerative options, the use of advanced content was 
a key feature of the curriculum interventions. In the curriculum units developed by 
VanTassel-Baska and her colleagues, the emphasis on abstract concepts and ideas 
was a distinguishing element. The importance of integrating content with process was 
also apparent in the research about problem-based learning. 
Closely related to content was a theme indicating the importance of a 
diagnostic-prescriptive approach. in which testing is used to diagnose and instruction 
is prescribed to meet learner needs. The intent is to ensure that students are 
experiencing new learning instead of remedial instruction (VanTassel-Baska, 1995). 
Considered a crucial aspect of most accelerative options, the diagnostic-prescriptive 
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approach also has merit in any curriculum for gifted students so that the appropriate 
advanced content is made available. 
Another prevalent theme was the importance of thinking skills in instruction 
for gifted students. Thinking skills "enable students to reconceptualize existing 
knowledge and/or generate new knowledge" (Passow, as cited in Hertzog, 1998, p. 
214). In many of the curriculum interventions, emphases on higher order thinking 
skills, critical thinking, problem solving, creative thinking, creative problem solving, 
and questioning and inquiry skills were embedded. Although numerous authors 
stressed the importance of infusing thinking skills into curriculum, others found that 
teaching them in isolation had positive effects and long-term impact on the ability of 
students to transfer the skills in other situations (Moon et al., 1994; Meador, 1994). 
The idea of flexibility was a theme that was pervasive in most of the studies. 
Flexibility in pacing and other instructional considerations, administrative and 
organizational arrangements, and in logistical considerations is crucial for meeting 
the needs of gifted students. An adherence to arbitrary constraints is not in the best 
interests of these learners. 
Based upon the review of these empirical studies, the elements of a defensible 
differentiated curriculum for gifted learners appear to be: 1) a process component, 
coupled with a product dimension, 2) advanced, meaningful content, 3) a diagnostic-
prescriptive approach, 4) thinking skills, both embedded in the curriculum and taught 
directly, and 5) flexibility in attempting to meet learner needs. The effect of these 
elements as independent variables was documented on such dependent variables as 
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student achievement in content, higher order thinking skills achievement, self-
concept, creative productivity, and social development. 
Summary of the Literature 
In summary, the relevant strands of literature under review for this study 
provide a foundation for understanding how best practices in curriculum design, 
development, and implementation for gifted learners fit within the larger context of 
general curricular practices. Information about the curriculum reform movement 
provides the backdrop for a more specific discussion about the current state of 
curriculum development in gifted education. A comparison of the processes and 
content of the national content standards and the NA GC Pre-K- Grade 12 Gifted 
Program Standards (Landrum, Callahan, & Shaklee, 2001) gives a perspective of 
how the field of gifted education has addressed the essential elements of gifted 
education programming, including curriculum. Discussing the literature about the 
development of appropriately differentiated curricula for gifted learners provides a 
framework for the examination of the research regarding curriculum effectiveness for 
gifted learners. These studies about student achievement gains related to curricular 
interventions support the need for certain elements in differentiated curriculum for 
gifted learners: a process component combined with a product dimension, advanced 
content, a diagnostic-prescriptive approach, thinking skills, and flexibility in meeting 
student needs. This emphasis on student achievement as demonstrated through the 
curriculum effectiveness studies relates directly to the standards-based reform 
movement and the need for well-articulated curricula. 
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In the current educational climate, the need for coherence is frequently 
discussed in the arenas of policy, curriculum, and governance. The systemic reform 
movement has created pressure for more ambitious outcomes for all students 
(Fuhrman, 1993b ). High stakes state testing for all learners has created even more 
questions about the nature of curriculum for gifted students. VanTassel-Baska (1992, 
p. 1) emphasized the need for "a coherent curriculum structure that defines for 
teachers, administrators, parents, and the students themselves the goals and purposes 
of a specialized program, the specific outcomes anticipated, and a prescribed time 
frame for learning." Such a systematic approach to the implementation of a standards-
based curriculum, along with appropriate modifications for gifted students, is 
necessary for optimizing the educational experience for these children. This study 
was conducted to provide an overview of the extent to which policies and best 
practices for curriculum design are employed in school districts in the United States. 
Results from the study could be used to provide the focus for both state policy 
initiatives and professional development emphases on best practices. 
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Chapter 3 
Methodology 
This was a study about policies and practices in curriculum design for gifted 
learners within the context of the curriculum reform movement in the United States. 
In this study, data were collected regarding curricular provisions for gifted students in 
all fifty states, the impact ofboth standards-based reform in core content areas and in 
gifted education upon the process of curriculum development for gifted students, and 
factors that support or impede the appropriate modification of curricula for gifted 
students. 
This chapter presents the research methodology used in the study and is 
divided into the following sections: (a) the research questions, (b) a description of the 
methodology, (c) a description of the sample, (d) a description of the instrumentation, 
(e) procedures for the study, (f) data analysis procedures, (g) a statement ofbias, and 
(h) resources. 
The Research Questions 
The following research questions guided this study: 
1. What is the perceived driving force for curriculum development for gifted 
students in the 50 states? 
2. To what degree do state curricula for gifted students reflect the NAGC 
Pre-K- Grade 12 Gifted Program Standards? 
3. To what extent do state curricula for gifted students reflect the best 
practices for content-based curricula as outlined in the national content 
standards? 
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4. What are the perceptions of state directors on the role of the NA GC Pre-K 
- Grade 12 Gifted Program Standards in curriculum development, design, 
and implementation? 
5. What are the perceptions of state directors on the role of the national 
content standards-based reform movement in curriculum development, 
design, and implementation? 
6. What is the degree of congruence between perceptions as recorded in 
survey data and reviewed documents in respect to the NAGC Pre-K-
Grade 12 Gifted Program Standards and the national content standards? 
7. How do state directors characterize the ways in which curriculum is 
differentiated in local school districts? 
8. What are the perceived factors which support or impede the appropriate 
modification of curricula for gifted students? 
Description of the Study 
The researcher contacted the individual in each state, typically called the state 
director, designated as responsible for programs for the gifted. The researcher sent 
each state director a cover letter (Appendix A), an informed consent letter (Appendix 
B), and a survey (Appendix C). The survey covered the following topics: state 
regulations regarding curriculum for gifted learners, use of the NAGC Pre-K- Grade 
12 Gifted Program Standards, the perceived impact of standards-based reform on 
gifted education, and perceptions of factors which impede or support the appropriate 
modification of curricula for gifted learners. As part of the survey, each individual 
nominated three districts in his/her state that evidence the greatest development in 
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curriculum for gifted learners. Each respondent was also asked to provide a copy of 
two documents that were subjected to a content analysis: 1) a document listing the 
rules and regulations governing gifted program administration and 2) a state 
document which includes guidelines defining the appropriate curricula to be used 
with academically and/or intellectually gifted students. A comparative content 
analysis was used to analyze data across states. 
Description of the Sample 
The sample included the entire population of individuals in the 50 states 
designated as responsible for programs for the gifted. A survey was sent to the 
individual in each state designated as responsible for programs for the gifted. The 
researcher obtained the contact information for these individuals from the National 
Association for Gifted Children. Within the context of the survey, the respondent was 
asked to nominate what he/she considers three districts that evidence the greatest 
program development in curriculum and instruction for gifted learners. 
The final response rate for the survey was 72% (N= 36). This percentage 
represents individuals who completed the survey in its entirety. In several instances, 
the researcher requested that individuals knowledgeable in gifted education from non-
reporting states complete the survey. Three other individuals responded to the 
researcher and indicated that they could not complete the survey due to various 
circumstances. One individual provided information about the location of state 
statutes on the education agency's website. Certain demographic data were also 
available from The State of the States Gifted and Talented Education Report: 2001-
2002. 
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The researcher had hoped for a 100% rate of return for this survey. However, 
potentially two issues affected the rate of return. One related to another survey 
request that was sent to the state directors at the same time, which may have lowered 
the rate of return. Through follow-up mailings and phone calls, the researcher was 
eventually able to obtain data from many ofthose directors, however. 
Another issue confronting the researcher at the time of data collection was the 
restructuring of state education agencies due to No Child Left Behind legislation. In 
several cases, gifted education programs had been subsumed under other programs 
and the state director's job description had changed. The researcher was unable to 
obtain data in several cases where this restructuring had occurred. 
A third variable that affected the sample was the budget deficit faced by many 
state education agencies at the time of data collection. In several states, upon the 
retirement of state directors, the positions in gifted education were not being filled. 
The individuals who then became responsible for gifted education often had little or 
no background in gifted education. In such cases, the individuals opted not to 
complete the survey due to a lack of relevant knowledge. 
Description of the Instrumentation 
State survey. 
Instrumentation in this study included a researcher-developed state survey for 
state directors of gifted education. This survey utilized the NA GC Pre-K- Grade 12 
Gifted Program Standards as the basis for best practices in gifted education. The 
survey included six sections with close-ended and open-ended questions. Section I 
requested personal demographic information about the respondent. Section II 
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requested demographic information regarding the state and its gifted programs. 
Section III included questions about the guidelines for gifted programs within the 
state. Section IV included closed-form questions utilizing a four-point Likert scale 
and asks respondents to compare state guidelines for curricula to national standards 
and to best practices in gifted education. Section V asked the state designee for gifted 
programs to nominate what he/she considers three districts which evidence the 
greatest program development in curriculum and instruction for gifted learners. The 
respondents were also asked to characterize the ways in which curriculum is 
differentiated in local school districts. Section VI contained questions relating to 
factors which support or impede the modification of curricula for gifted students and 
requested specific information relating to funding for gifted education programs. 
Section VII contained an open-ended question which asks the state director to cite 
specific strategies he/she has employed to promote quality curriculum for gifted 
learners. Each survey section corresponded to the study's research questions 1 - 8. A 
table of specifications listing the research questions and the relevant survey sections 
is provided in Table 2. 
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Table 2 
Research Questions and Relevant Survey Sections 
Research Question Relevant Survey Sections 
1. What is the perceived driving force for • State survey: Section III 
curriculum development for gifted 
students in the fifty states? 
2. To what degree do state curricula for • State survey: Section IV 
gifted students reflect the NAGC Pre-K- • State Document Review Form 
Grade 12 Gifted Program Standards? 
3. To what extent do state curricula for • State survey: Section IV 
gifted students reflect the best practices • State Document Review Form 
for content-based curricula as outlined in 
the national content standards? 
4. What are the perceptions of state • State survey: Section IV 
directors on the role of the NAGC Pre-K 
- Grade 12 Gifted Program Standards in 
curriculum development, design, and 
implementation? 
5. What are the perceptions of state • State survey: Section IV 
directors on the role of the national 
content standards-based reform 
movement in curriculum development, 
design, and implementation? 
6. What is the degree of congruence • State survey: Section IV 
between perceptions as recorded in • State Document Review Form 
survey data and reviewed documents in 
respect to the NAGC Pre-K- Grade 12 
Gifted Program Standards and the 
national content standards? 
7. How do state directors characterize the • State survey: Section V 
ways in which curriculum is 
differentiated in local school districts? 
8. What are the perceived factors which • State survey: Section VI 
support or impede the appropriate 
modification of curricula for gifted 
students? 
Content validity. 
Content validity of the survey was established through expert review. Six 
individuals with expertise regarding curriculum for gifted learners reviewed the 
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document and provided feedback to the researcher. Their review of the survey was 
structured by guiding questions provided by the researcher. Each reviewer used a 
Likert scale to rate various aspects of the survey (Appendix D). Mean scores and 
standard deviations across reviewers are reported in Appendix E. The overall mean 
score for the survey derived from the expert review was 3.40. Reviewers also made 
written comments about suggested changes to the survey. These recommended 
changes coalesced around the following areas: the need for clarification of some 
survey questions; ensuring that the survey questions would yield data related to the 
research questions; and revising wording to eliminate ambiguity. The survey was then 
modified according to the suggestions of these experts. The revised instrument was 
piloted with a group of twenty district coordinators of gifted programs to solicit 
feedback about the survey's length, format, and clarity. 
Piloting. 
During the Fall of 2002, the survey was piloted with a group of coordinators 
of gifted programs in Virginia to solicit feedback about the survey's length, format, 
and clarity. This procedure allowed the researcher to validate the survey instrument 
and verify that the survey results would yield the desired data. The surveys were 
distributed to 20 coordinators of gifted programs in Virginia. In addition to 
completing the survey, the coordinators were also asked to complete a Pilot Survey 
Feedback Form (Appendix F). Eighteen pilot surveys and feedback forms were 
returned to provide a 90% response rate. The Pilot Survey Feedback Form yielded 
specific data regarding the survey's length, format, and clarity. The overall mean 
score for the survey derived from the pilot was 3.65. The reviewers also made written 
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comments about suggested changes to the survey. These recommended changes 
related to: pagination; placement of survey sections; terminology; the ambiguity of 
some questions; the difficulty of responding to some questions in general terms; and 
the lack of clarity of some questions. The researcher also reviewed the completed 
pilot surveys to determine whether the questions were understood by all members of 
the pilot sample. The survey was then modified according to the results of the 
feedback form and the piloting of the survey. Following the piloting process, the 
researcher revised specific sections (I and II) and questions for clarity and ease of 
response. 
State document review form. 
The researcher developed a State Document Review Form (Appendix H) that 
is based upon features included in the Composite Evaluation Form for Curriculum 
Units for Gifted Learners (CFGE, 2001). Section I of the form relates to general 
guidelines for curriculum. Section II includes questions about the relationship of 
curriculum development to the national content standards and best practices in gifted 
education. This form allowed an initial analysis of descriptive data. A comparative 
assessment across states was completed using a qualitative framework developed by 
Brown, Avery, and VanTassel-Baska (2003) that was modified to fit the scope ofthis 
study. 
Procedures for the Study 
This study was carried out during Fall, 2002, and Winter, 2003. In this study, 
two methods were utilized to collect data: a survey for state directors and a state 
document content analysis. 
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During late Fall 2003, the revised survey was mailed to the individual in each 
state designated as responsible for programs for the gifted. The survey was printed on 
colored stationery. The researcher included an offer to send study results to all project 
participants. After the initial mailing of the survey, a follow-up mailing was 
conducted in two weeks for any individual who did not respond. Personal phone calls 
were made after three weeks to non-respondents. The final response rate for the 
survey was 72% (N= 36). In several instances, the researcher requested that 
individuals knowledgeable in gifted education from non-reporting states complete the 
survey. Certain demographic data were also available from The State of the States 
Gifted and Talented Education Report: 2001-2002. 
Survey respondents were asked to provide a copy of two documents that were 
subjected to a content analysis: 1) a document listing the rules and regulations 
governing gifted program administration and 2) a state document which includes 
guidelines defining the appropriate curricula to be used with academically and/or 
intellectually gifted students. 
Description of the Data Analysis 
Data from this study included survey responses and information gleaned from 
document content analysis. Both quantitative and qualitative methods of data 
analysis were employed. 
A table of specifications providing the research questions, data sources, 
instrumentation, and data analysis techniques is provided in Table 3. 
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Table 3 
Table of Specifications for Research Questions 
Research Data Source Instrumentation Data Analysis 
Question 
1. What is the • Surveys • State • Descriptive 
perceived driving survey: statistics 
force for Section III (frequency 
curriculum counts and 
development for percentages) 
gifted students in 
the fifty states? 
2. To what degree • Surveys • State • Descriptive 
do state curricula • State survey: statistics 
for gifted students documents Section IV (frequency 
reflect the NAGC • State counts and 
Pre-K- Grade 12 Document percentages) 
Gifted Program Review • Content 
Standards? Form analysis of 
documents 
3. To what extent • Surveys • State • Descriptive 
do state curricula • State survey: statistics 
for gifted students documents Section IV (frequency 
reflect the best • State counts and 
practices for Document percentages) 
content-based Review • Content 
curricula as Form analysis of 
outlined in the documents 
national content 
standards? 
4. What are the • Surveys • State • Descriptive 
perceptions of state survey: statistics 
directors on the Section IV (frequency 
role of the NAGC counts and 
Pre-K- Grade 12 percentages) 
Gifted Program 
Standards in 
curriculum 
development, 
design, and 
implementation? 
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Research Data Source Instrumentation Data Analysis 
Question 
5. What are the • Surveys • State • Descriptive 
perceptions of state survey: statistics 
directors on the Section IV (frequency 
role of the national counts and 
content standards- percentages) 
based reform 
movement in 
curriculum 
development, 
design, and 
implementation? 
6. What is the • Surveys • State • Content 
degree of • State survey: analysis of 
congruence documents Section IV documents 
between • State 
perceptions as Document 
recorded in survey Review 
data and reviewed Form 
documents in 
respect to the 
NAGCPre-K-
Grade 12 Gifted 
Program 
Standards and the 
national content 
standards? 
7. How do state • Surveys • State • Descriptive 
directors survey: statistics 
characterize the Section V (frequency 
ways in which counts and 
curriculum is percentages) 
differentiated in 
local school 
districts? 
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Research Data Source Instrumentation Data Analysis 
Question 
8. What are the • Surveys • State survey • Descriptive 
perceived factors (Section VI) statistics 
which support or (frequency 
impede the counts and 
appropriate percentages) 
modification of 
curricula for gifted 
students? 
Data Analysis 
Quantitative analysis. 
Descriptive statistics were used for all sections of the survey to characterize 
demographic information, state guidelines, the relationship of the state guidelines for 
curricula to national standards and best practices in gifted education, and supporting 
and impeding factors for curriculum modification. The extent to which state curricula 
for gifted students reflect the best practices for content-based curricula as outlined in 
the national content standards and the NA GC Pre-K- Grade 12 Gifted Program 
Standards were also described through descriptive statistics. The data were reported 
as frequency counts and percentages as relevant. For Likert scale items, means and 
standard deviations were used as report mechanisms. 
Qualitative analysis. 
Survey respondents were asked to provide a copy of two state documents that 
were subjected to a content analysis. Information from the document content analysis 
provided an opportunity to validate survey data. The researcher analyzed the 
information in two phases. The first phase involved an initial review of the document 
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through use of the State Document Review Form (Appendix G). Section I ofthe form 
relates to general guidelines for curriculum. Section II includes questions about the 
relationship of curriculum development to the national content standards and best 
practices in gifted education. The State Document Review Form also served as an 
organizing framework for a comparative review of all information, which is 
suggested as the initial step for qualitative analyses (Creswell, 1998; Miles & 
Huberman, 1994). 
The second phase of qualitative analysis involved a comparative assessment 
across states using a qualitative framework developed by Brown, Avery, and 
VanTassel-Baska (2003). Through the analyses of survey data and state documents, it 
was the intention of the researcher to determine the extent to which best practices for 
curriculum design for gifted learners are employed in school districts in the United 
States. 
Research question 1. 
To address research question one, "What is the perceived driving force for 
curriculum development for gifted students in the fifty states," descriptive statistics 
were utilized on Survey Section III. The data were reported as frequency counts for 
mechanisms related to the development of curricula for gifted students. 
Qualitative sources of information were captured through two open-ended 
questions related to the development and implementation of curricula for gifted 
students. If respondents answered in the affirmative, they were requested to provide 
descriptions relative to development and implementation. Patterns and trends were 
noted. 
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Research question 2. 
Research question two, "To what degree do state curricula for gifted students 
reflect the NA GC Pre-K- 12 Gifted Program Standards," was addressed through the 
use of descriptive statistics for Survey Section IV -C and a content analysis of state 
documents. Respondents were asked to rate how their state's requirements regarding 
curricula for gifted students compare to the NAGC Pre-K- 12 Gifted Program 
Standards. 
A content analysis of state documents was employed to determine the extent 
to which the documents reflected the NAGC Pre-K -12 Gifted Program Standards. 
Research question 3. 
Research question 3, "To what extent do state curricula for gifted students 
reflect the best practices for content-based curricula as outlined in the national content 
standards," was addressed was addressed through the use of descriptive statistics for 
Survey Section IV-A and a content analysis of state documents. Respondents were 
asked to rate the extent to which the national standards-based reform movement in the 
core content areas had an impact upon curriculum development for gifted students in 
the state. Additionally, they were asked to characterize the impact of the national 
standards-based reform movement in the core content areas. These data were 
analyzed through the use of descriptive statistics. 
A content analysis of state documents was employed to determine the extent 
to which the documents reflected the content-based standards documents and relevant 
research. 
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Research question 4. 
Research question 4, "What are the perceptions of state directors on the role of 
the NA GC Pre-K- 12 Gifted Program Standards in curriculum development, design, 
and implementation," was addressed through the use of a qualitative analysis for 
Survey Section IV -D. The qualitative sources of information were gathered in a 
question in which they were asked to describe the impact of the NAGC Pre-K -12 
Gifted Program Standards on curriculum design, development, and implementation 
in their respective states. Patterns and trends were noted. 
Research question 5. 
Research question 5, "What are the perceptions of state directors on the role of 
the national content standards-based reform movement in curriculum development, 
design, and implementation," was addressed through the use of descriptive statistics 
for Survey Section IV -B. Respondents were asked to rate the extent to which the 
state's requirements for curricula for gifted learners are related to the major 
components addressed in the content-based standards documents and relevant 
research. 
Research question 6. 
Research question 6, "What is the degree of congruence between perceptions 
as recorded in survey data and reviewed documents in respect to the NAGC Pre-K-
12 Gifted Program Standards and the national content standards," was addressed 
through a comparative analysis of responses in Survey Section IV. A content analysis 
of state documents was employed to determine the extent to which the documents 
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reflected the NAGC Pre-K- 12 Gifted Program Standards, content-based standards 
documents, and relevant research. 
Research question 7. 
Research question 7, "How do state directors characterize the ways in which 
curriculum is differentiated in local school districts," was addressed through the use 
of descriptive statistics for Survey Section V. Respondents were asked to note 
specific differentiation features employed in the school districts that they had 
nominated as evidencing the greatest program development in curriculum and 
instruction for gifted learners. 
Research que'Stion 8. 
Research question 8, "What are the perceived factors which support or impede 
the appropriate modification of curricula for gifted students," was addressed through 
the use of descriptive statistics for Survey Section VI. Qualitative sources of 
information were captured through open-ended options for the questions relating 
factors that support and impede the appropriate modification of curricula. 
Validity Considerations 
Threats to internal validity could include inaccurate analysis of data, 
inaccurate reporting of data, and researcher bias. The researcher utilized the following 
strategies to counteract these threats: (1) included an expert review process in order 
to establish content validity, (2) piloted the survey instrument, allowing the researcher 
to validate the survey instrument and verify that the survey results would yield the 
desired data, and (3) consulted with a methodologist to ensure the accuracy of the 
researcher's inferences. 
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The external validity of this study was limited by (a) the knowledge and 
experience of the state directors relative to gifted education, (b) the knowledge and 
experience of the states directors relative to the national content-based standards 
movement, and (c) the use of the researcher as sole collector of data. 
Limitations and Delimitations 
There were several limitations to this study that will influence the 
generalizability of the results. The survey used in the study was sent to those 
individuals designated in each state as responsible for programs for the gifted. The 
level of knowledge about gifted education varied among these individuals, thereby 
influencing their understanding of the survey components. This potential variation in 
knowledge, as well as a reliance on self-reporting, may have resulted in inaccurate 
responses. A second limitation relates to the limited sample and the rate of return, 
which was 72%. The sample of this study was limited to the directors of gifted 
education in the 50 states. Given the nature of the sample, the researcher cannot make 
generalizations regarding the states not responding to the survey. 
A third limitation relates to the manner in which the content analysis was 
conducted. The researcher utilized the State Document Review Form to analyze state 
documents. In doing so, she used self-derived criteria to make judgments regarding 
whether or not specific differentiation features were apparent in the documentation. 
To analyze the documents, the researcher used the State Document Review Form 
(Appendix H) as a basis for the analysis. For each state, all available documents were 
reviewed and utilized to answer the questions on the form. Documents representing 
25 states were available for review. The first question asked whether guidelines exist 
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for defining appropriate curricula to be used with academically and/or intellectually 
gifted students. The researcher examined all documents first for any reference to 
curriculum. The second level of analysis for determining whether guidelines existed 
for defining appropriate curricula was the presence of key words or phrases such as: 
standards, guidelines, rules/regulations, effective practices, guide for curriculum 
development, or definitions. The third level of analysis was determining the level of 
specificity related to the key words in the second level of analysis. The researcher 
determined that guidelines existed if there was evidence of any of the following 
related to curriculum: a narrative describing the guidelines, a list of guidelines, a 
table of related standards, or a rubric for assessing the developed curricula. If the first 
question could be answered in the affirmative, then the researcher was able to answer 
the next three questions on the form and proceed to the section about the relationship 
of curriculum development to national content standards and best practices in gifted 
education. If the initial question was answered in the negative, then the researcher 
was typically unable to answer the remainder of the questions on the form. This first 
question thus served as a departure point for the further analysis of the state 
documents in existence. Information gleaned from the content analysis was then 
utilized like numerical data to permit statistical analyses. No reliability measure, such 
as having another individual complete the analysis for comparison, was included. 
This thus limits the reliability of the content analysis. 
Several delimitations that limited the scope of the study also existed. One 
delimitation for this study was the use of primarily closed-ended questions in the 
survey in order to manage the analysis of the responses more effectively. A second 
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delimitation was the reliance on survey data and document review content analysis to 
provide data. While the inclusion of interviews or focus group discussions with 
respondents would have been desirable, the constraint on researcher time and 
resources was a consideration. 
Confidentiality 
This study was conducted in a manner that protects the anonymity of all 
participating states. Informed consent was utilized to protect the participants and 
notify them about the parameters of the study and the use of the results. Participants 
were informed that their participation was voluntary and anonymous. They were told 
that their responses would be confidential and that their privacy would be maintained. 
The name of the participant and the name of the state will not be disclosed in 
any publication. Data will be made available only to the investigator and the 
dissertation committee. The data will be maintained by the investigator for possible 
use in follow-up studies. 
Statement of Bias 
At the time of data collection, the researcher was a supervisor of enrichment 
programs in a mid-sized rural school division, in which services provided to gifted 
students met state requirements, but were minimal due to the philosophical stance of 
the school board and due to budgetary limitations. Currently, the researcher is a 
curriculum and instruction coordinator for a university center that specializes in 
programs and curriculum development for gifted education. In conducting this study 
and sharing the results, the researcher hoped to build support for more substantive 
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services for gifted learners and for focused curriculum development for gifted 
learners. 
Resources 
This study was conducted through the efforts of one researcher. Major costs 
were the printing of survey materials, postage, and software for data analysis. Partial 
funding for the study was made available through the university grants office and 
from the National Association for Gifted Children Hollingworth Award. 
All data analyses, typing, and manuscript preparation were performed by the 
researcher. 
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Chapter 4 
Analysis of Results 
This study was conducted during Spring, 2003, targeting the total sample of 
50 state directors of gifted education in the United States. In this study, two methods 
were utilized to collect data: a survey for state directors and a state document content 
analysis. Data from this study include survey responses and information gleaned from 
document content analysis. Both quantitative and qualitative methods of data analysis 
were employed. 
The collection of data was completed in one mailing phase. During December, 
2002, a survey was sent to the person in each state education agency responsible for 
overseeing the gifted program for the state. The initial survey return date was set for 
mid-December. Follow-up mailings and phone calls were conducted beginning in 
January, 2003. The survey respondents were asked to provide a copy of two state 
documents related to curriculum for gifted students. In cases where the respondents 
did not submit the requested materials, or in instances when a state director did not 
respond, the researcher had to conduct internet searches to find the information. This 
chapter describes the findings from the quantitative and qualitative phases ofthe 
study. 
Sample 
The sample for the survey instrument consisted of the total population of 
persons designated as responsible for gifted programs in their state (N= 50). Fifty 
surveys were mailed, one to each state director of gifted education within each state 
education agency. Following postcard reminders, emails, and phone calls, 36 surveys 
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were returned, resulting in a 72% return rate (N= 36). This percentage represents 
individuals who completed the survey in its entirety. In several instances, the 
researcher requested that individuals knowledgeable in gifted education from non-
reporting states complete the survey. Three other individuals responded to the 
researcher and indicated that they could not complete the survey due to various 
circumstances. The survey instrument yielded both quantitative and qualitative data. 
The individuals in the sample were also asked to submit two documents for 
review through a content analysis process. In cases where the respondent did not 
submit copies of these documents, the researcher utilized Internet searches to obtain 
the documents. In some cases, relevant documents did not exist. 
In some cases, respondents gave incomplete data or data that appeared 
incorrect. The researcher utilized other sources of information in order to validate the 
data: State ofthe States: Gifted and Talented Education Report: 2001-2002 
(Council of State Directors of Programs for the Gifted & National Association for 
Gifted Children, 2003); Public elementary/secondary school universe survey: 2001-
02 (United States Department of Education, National Center for Education Statistics 
(2002); Gifted Policy Analysis Study for the Ohio Department of Education (Brown, 
Avery, & VanTassel-Baska, 2003). 
Reporting of Findings 
This findings chapter is reported in the same order that the study was 
conducted. First, the survey results are reported for all survey sections. Following the 
survey findings, content analysis findings are reported. Finally, the findings are 
reported by research question. 
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Findings: Survey Results 
Personal Demographic Results From the Survey 
Survey Section I requested personal demographic information about the 
survey respondents. Categories represented in the demographic section of the survey 
were: (1) current position, (2) employment status, (3) number of years in current 
position, (4) number of years employed in education in the specific state in which 
currently employed, (5) total number of years employed in education, (6) role(s) in 
the state education agency, (7) percentage ofwork time devoted to gifted 
programming and services, (8) background and training in gifted education, (9) 
background and training related to curriculum design and delivery, and (10) previous 
roles relevant to gifted education. Frequency counts were run on the demographic 
information provided by the respondents. 
Position currently held. 
Table 4 represents the positions held by the individuals designated as 
responsible for gifted programs in their state. The titles of the respondents varied, and 
more general categories were developed by the researcher to classify their positions. 
Of the respondents, 8% (N= 3) stated that they were Educational/Gifted Education 
Administrators. Another 17% (N= 6) identified themselves as Gifted Education 
Specialists. Other positions held by respondents included Gifted Education 
Consultant (19% ), Director of Special Education (8% ), Gifted Education Coordinator 
(15%), State Director of Gifted Education (11 %), Director, Other (5.5%), professor 
(11 %), and District Level Coordinator (5.5%). The professors and District Level 
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Coordinators who responded did so in lieu of individuals in their respective state 
education agencies. 
Table 4 
Position Currently Held 
Current Position 
Gifted Education 
Consultant 
Gifted Education Specialist 
Gifted Education 
Coordinator 
State Director of Gifted 
Education 
Professor 
Educational/Gifted 
Education Administrator 
Director of Special 
Education 
Director, Other 
District Level Coordinator 
Total 
Employment status. 
Frequency Percent 
7 19.0 
6 17.0 
5 15.0 
4 11.0 
4 11.0 
3 8.0 
3 8.0 
2 5.5 
2 5.5 
36 100.0 
Of the 36 respondents, 94.4% (N= 34) indicated that they are currently 
employed. The other 5.6% (N= 2) of the respondents had retired from a previous role 
at the time they completed the survey. 
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Demographic information related to employment. 
Table 5 summarizes the demographic information related to years of the 
respondents' career spent in the current position, years employed in education in the 
state where currently employed, and total years employed in education. As shown in 
Table 5, the mean number of years spent in the current position was 5.31. Years spent 
in the current position ranged from one year to 18 years. The mean number of years 
spent in education in the state where currently employed is 20.53 years, with a range 
from 2 years to 39 years. The mean number of total years the respondents have spent 
in education is 25. 71. Of the 34 respondents, the range of experience in education was 
from 6 years to 40 years. 
Table 5 
Demographic Information Related to Employment 
N Mean SD Minimum Maximum 
34 5.31 4.56 1.00 18.00 
Years in 
Current 
Position 
Years 34 20.53 11.05 2.00 39.00 
Employed 
in 
Education 
in the State 
Total 34 25.71 9.02 6.00 40.00 
Years 
Employed 
Ill 
Education 
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Position designation. 
Table 6 summarizes information relating to the designation of the 
respondents' positions as either full-time or part-time, in terms of whether they spend 
100% of their work time in capacities related to gifted education. As shown in Table 
6, less than half of the respondents have positions that are designated as full-time in 
this respect. Examples of other roles listed by the respondents included: education 
associate for visual and performing arts, federal grants manager, instructional 
supervisor, and licensure specialist. 
Table 6 
Position Designation 
-------...,-----
Designation Frequency Percent 
Full-time 14 43.8 
Part-time 18 56.3 
Total 32 100.0 
Background and training in gifted education. 
Table 7 summarizes information related to the respondents' background and 
training in gifted education. Respondents (N = 36) were asked to note all indicators 
that applied to them. The level oftraining in gifted education ranged from limited 
coursework (25%) to an Ed.D. or Ph.D. in gifted education (25%). Examples of 
related fields in which respondents had earned either a master's degree or an Ed.D or 
Ph.D. included: educational administration, arts education, music education, special 
education administration, and supervision of curriculum and instruction. 
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Table 7 
Background and Training in Gifted Education 
Background and Training 
Limited coursework in 
gifted education * 
Endorsed and/or certified 
in gifted education* 
Master's degree with 
concentration in gifted 
education* 
Ed.D or Ph.D. with 
concentration in gifted 
education* 
Master's degree with 
concentration in related 
field 
Ed.D or Ph.D. with 
concentration in related 
field 
Frequency 
9 
11 
8 
9 
11 
6 
* The designated categories are overlapping for some respondents. 
Percent 
25.0 
30.6 
22.2 
25.0 
30.6 
16.7 
Background and training related to curriculum design and delivery. 
Table 8 summarizes information related to the respondents' background and 
training in curriculum design and delivery. Respondents (N = 36) were asked to note 
all indicators that applied to them. The level of training in curriculum design and 
delivery ranged from limited coursework (36.1 %) to an Ed.D. or Ph.D. in curriculum 
design and delivery (11.1 %). Related fields in which respondents had earned either a 
master's degree or an Ed.D or Ph.D. included: curriculum and instruction 
supervision, arts education administration, and special education administration. 
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Table 8 
Background and Training Related to Curriculum Design and Delivery 
Background and Training Frequency Percent 
Limited coursework in 13 36.1 
curriculum design and 
delivery* 
Endorsed and/or certified 4 11.1 
in curriculum design and 
delivery* 
Master's degree with 5 13.9 
concentration in 
curriculum design and 
delivery* 
Ed.D. or Ph.D. with 4 11.1 
concentration in 
curriculum design and 
delivery* 
Master's degree with 2 5.6 
concentration in related 
field 
Ed.D. or Ph.D. with 1 2.8 
concentration in related 
field 
* The designated categories are overlapping for some respondents. 
Previous roles relevant to gifted education. 
Table 9 summarizes the respondents' previous roles relevant to gifted 
education. Over half of the respondents had worked as teachers of the gifted for two 
or more years. Half of them (50%) had served as the administrator of gifted programs 
for two or more years. Other previous roles relevant to gifted education held by the 
respondents included: director of a Javits project, state compliance team member, 
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supervisor of a master's degree program in gifted education, and mentor teacher for 
gifted education program. 
Table 9 
Previous Roles Relevant to Gifted Education 
Previous Role 
Parent 
Teacher of the gifted for 
two or more years 
District or building 
administrator supervising 
teachers of the gifted 
Leader of advocacy 
organization 
Administrator of gifted 
program for two or more 
years 
Other 
Frequency 
16 
24 
15 
15 
18 
14 
Percent 
44.4 
66.7 
41.7 
41.7 
50.0 
38.9 
* The designated categories are overlapping for some respondents. Some of the 
respondents have served in multiple roles throughout their careers. 
State Demographic Results From the Survey 
Survey Section II requested demographic information about the state in which 
the respondents are employed. Categories represented in the demographic section of 
the survey were: (2) total number of students in the state, (3) percentage of students in 
the state identified as gifted, (4) number of individuals at the state level designated to 
work with gifted education, (5) state mandate requirements, (6) funding for mandates, 
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(7) funding for gifted programming services, (8) and methods for administering gifted 
programming and services. Frequency counts were run on the demographic 
information provided by the respondents. 
Student enrollment information and percentage of students identified as gifted. 
Appendix H includes student enrollment information by state, including the 
total number of public school students, the number of public school students 
identified for gifted education programs, and the percentage of public school students 
identified for gifted education programs. The percentage of students identified as 
gifted ranged from 1.0% in Vermont to 29.40% in Tennessee. The mean percentage 
of students identified as gifted was 9.24%. 
Individuals at the state level designated to work full-time or part-time with 
gifted education. 
The maximum number of individuals in any state designated to work full-time 
with gifted education was three. The range was from zero individuals designated as 
full-time to three. The number of individuals designated to work part-time with gifted 
education also ranged from zero to three. 
Information related to state mandates for gifted education. 
Table 10 gives information related to state mandates for gifted education in 
the reporting states. In the responding states (N= 36), 69.4% ofthem have a state 
mandate for gifted education. The requirements of the mandates vary, in terms of 
their scope. Of those 25 states with mandates, 68.0% of them have funded mandates, 
while 32.0% ofthem have mandates that are not supported by funding. 
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Table 10 
Information Related to State Mandates for Gifted Education 
Presence of a Mandate Frequency Percent 
Yes 25 69.4 
No 11 30.6 
Total 36 100.0 
Funding for Mandate Frequency Percent 
Yes 17 68.0 
No 8 32.0 
Total 25 100.0 
Methods for funding gifted programming and services. 
In Table 11, the methods of funding for gifted programming and services are 
summarized. The primary method for funding gifted programs was determining an 
amount per child up to a certain percentage ofthe population. Other methods of 
funding listed by the respondents included grants based on emollment, funding 
formulas designated in the state regulations governing gifted education, and a 
percentage ofthe average daily attendance (Appendix J). 
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Table 11 
Methods for Funding Gifted Programming and Services 
Method ofFunding Frequency Percent 
No state funding 11 31.0 
Funding formula in state 9 25.0 
regulations (i.e., 
emollment, local funding) 
Personnel funding based 4 11.0 
on 1 FTE per 1 000 
students 
Special project funding 3 8.0 
(grants) 
Value-added amount 2 6.0 
equalized by school 
district's size and wealth 
Administration of gifted programming and services for local school districts. 
Table 12 gives a summary of the methods through which the state departments 
of education administer gifted programming and services in the local school districts. 
Ofthe respondents (N= 36), 50% of them reported that their states have regulations 
governing gifted programming and services. 
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Table 12 
Administration of Gifted Programming and Services for Local School Districts 
Method of Administration 
Local option to determine 
services 
State regulations governing 
gifted programs and 
services* 
Services offered through 
special grants, with 
Request for Proposal 
(RFP) requirements* 
State department of 
education does not 
promote services 
State regulations for 
special education that 
include provisions for 
gifted programming and 
services* 
Frequency 
19 
18 
5 
4 
3 
Percent 
52.8 
50.0 
13.9 
11.1 
18.3 
* Some of the categories are overlapping, thus more than 100% is represented. 
Current Gifted Program Information 
Survey Section III requested information about the gifted programs in the 
states in which the respondents were employed. Categories represented in this 
section of the survey were: (1) existence of a document listing the rules and 
regulations governing gifted program administration, (2) existence of specific 
guidelines/standards for defining the appropriate curricula to be used with 
academically and/or intellectually gifted students, (3) theories/models of curriculum 
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that influenced the development of state guidelines for appropriate curricula, ( 4) 
existence of a mechanism for monitoring the development of appropriate curricula to 
be used with academically and/or intellectually gifted students, and (5) existence of a 
mechanism for monitoring the implementation of the curriculum suggested for use 
with academically and/or intellectually gifted students. Frequency counts were run on 
the information provided by the respondents. 
Documentation of rules and regulations governing gifted program 
administration and guidelines/standards defining appropriate curricula to be used 
with gifted students. 
Of the 34 respondents, 25 of them (73.5%) indicated that their respective 
states have rules and regulations/policies governing gifted program administration, 
while 26.5% indicated that their states do not have them. Guidelines/standards 
defining appropriate curricula to be used with gifted students exist in 11 ofthe states 
(32.4%), while they are not in place in 23 (67.6%) ofthe reporting states. 
Theories/models of curriculum influencing development of state guidelines for 
curricula. 
Table 13 provides information regarding the curriculum theories/models 
influencing the development of state guidelines for appropriate curricula for gifted 
students. The categories may overlap in some cases, as more than one theory or 
model may have influenced the development of the guidelines. Gardner's Multiple 
Intelligences Theory was noted by 4 of the respondents ( 11.1%) as influencing the 
development of state guidelines for curricula. Renzulli's Schoolwide Enrichment 
Triad Model was cited by 3 of the respondents (8.3%). Sternberg's Triarchic 
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Componential Model and VanTassel-Baska's Integrated Curriculum Model were each 
selected by 2 (2.8%) ofthe respondents. 
Table 13 
Theories/Models of Curriculum Influencing Development of State Guidelines for 
Curricula 
Theory/Model 
Gardner's Multiple Intelligences 
Renzulli Schoolwide Enrichment Triad 
Model 
Sternberg's Triarchic Componential Model 
VanTassel-Baska's Integrated Curriculum 
Model 
Kaplan Grid 
Meeker Structure of the Intellect Model 
Parallel Curriculum Model 
Purdue Three-Stage Enrichment Model 
For Elementary Gifted Learners/Purdue 
Secondary Model for Gifted and Talented 
Youth 
Stanley Model of Talent Identification 
Maker Matrix 
Schlichter Models for Talents Unlimited Inc. 
Other 
85 
Frequency Percent 
4 11.1 
3 8.3 
2 5.6 
2 5.6 
1 2.8 
1 2.8 
1 2.8 
1 2.8 
0 0 
0 0 
0 0 
1 2.8 
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Mechanisms for monitoring the development and implementation of 
appropriate curricula. 
The majority (67.6%) of the respondents (N= 23) indicated that mechanisms 
for monitoring the development of appropriate curricula to be used with academically 
and/or intellectually gifted students do not exist in their states, while 11 of them 
(32.4%) indicated that such mechanisms exist. The majority (70.6%) ofthe 
respondents (N = 24) indicated mechanisms for monitoring the implementation of 
suggested curriculum for academically and/or intellectually gifted students do not 
exist in their states. Such mechanisms do exist in 29.4% of the states. 
Relationship of State Guidelines for Curricula to National Content Standards and 
Best Practices in Gifted Education 
Survey Section IV requested information about the relationship of state 
guidelines for curricula to the national content standards and best practices in gifted 
education. Categories represented in this section of the survey were: ( 1) extent of the 
impact of the national standards-based reform movement in the core content areas 
upon curriculum development for gifted students, (2) characterization of the impact of 
the national standards-based reform movement in the core content areas upon 
curriculum development for gifted students, (3) extent to which a state's requirements 
for curricula for gifted learners is related to the major components addressed in the 
content-based standards documents, (4) extent to which each state's requirements for 
curricula for gifted students compare to the NAGC Pre-K- Grade 12 Gifted Program 
Standards, (5) the perceived impact ofthe NAGC Pre-K- Grade 12 Gifted Program 
Standards on curriculum development, design, and implementation, and (6) the extent 
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to which research studies regarding curriculum effectiveness are used for decision-
making purposes at the state level when designing or selecting curricula for gifted 
students. Frequency counts were run on the information provided by the respondents. 
Perceived extent of the impact of the national standards-based reform 
movement in the core content areas upon curriculum development for gifted students. 
Table 14 indicates the responses of the participants regarding the perceived 
extent of the impact of the national standards-based reform movement in the core 
content areas upon curriculum development for gifted students. Respondents used a 
4-point Likert scale when answering the related question. Only 2 of the respondents 
(5.6%) indicated that they believed that the reform movement had influenced 
curriculum development for gifted students to a great extent, while 4 of them (11.1 %) 
indicated that there had been no impact. Twelve of the respondents (33.3%) ofthe 
individuals noted the extent ofthe impact was moderate, while 18 of them (50.0%) 
indicated the extent of the impact was slight. 
Table 14 
Perceived Extent of the Impact of the National Standards-based Reform Movement in 
the Core Content Areas upon Curriculum Development for Gifted Students 
Perceived Extent of the Frequency Percent 
Impact 
Not at all 4 11.1 
To a slight extent 18 50.0 
To a moderate extent 12 33.3 
To a great extent 2 5.6 
Total 36 100.0 
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Impact of the national standards-based reform movement in the core content 
areas upon curriculum development for gifted students. 
Table 15 provides information regarding the respondents' characterizations of 
the impact of the national standards-based reform movement in the core content areas 
upon curriculum development for gifted students. Respondents were given a choice of 
possible answers and were asked to check all that applied, so the total percentage is 
greater than 100%. Twelve respondents (33.3%) indicated that the standards-based 
reform movement made gifted programs more accountable. Twelve respondents 
(33.3%) also indicated that the movement caused gifted programs to change for the 
better. Eleven participants (30.6%) noted that the movement raised gifted program 
standards, while 11 respondents (30.6%) believed it improved curriculum alignment. 
Ten respondents (27.8%) indicated that gifted program expectations had been raised 
as a result of the movement. 
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Table 15 
Impact of the National Standards-based Reform Movement in the Core Content Areas 
Upon Curriculum Development for Gifted Students 
Impact of the Reform 
Movement 
Made gifted programs 
more accountable 
Caused gifted programs to 
change for the better 
Raised gifted program 
standards 
Improved curriculum 
alignment 
Raised gifted program 
expectations 
Changed implementation 
of gifted program 
standards at classroom 
level 
Lowered gifted program 
expectations 
Caused problems in 
curriculum alignment 
Caused gifted programs to 
change for the worse 
Forced gifted program 
standards to be lowered 
Frequency 
12 
12 
11 
11 
10 
8 
6 
6 
6 
5 
89 
Percent 
33.3 
33.3 
30.6 
30.6 
27.8 
22.2 
16.7 
16.7 
16.7 
13.9 
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Extent to which a state's requirements for curricula for gifted learners are 
related to major components addressed in the content-based standards documents. 
Table 16 includes information about the extent to which a state's requirements 
for curricula for gifted learners are related to the major components addressed in the 
content-based standards documents. Respondents responded to a 4-point Likert scale 
when answering the related question. A sizeable minority (34.6%) of the respondents 
(N= 9) indicated that state requirements for curricula for gifted learners were not 
related at all to the components. Only 3 ofthe respondents (11.5%) indicated that 
their state requirements for curricula for gifted learners are related to a great extent to 
the major components addressed in the content-based standards documents. 
Table 16 
Extent to Which a State 's Requirements for Curricula for Gifted Learners 
are Related to Major Components Addressed in the Content-Based Standards 
Documents 
Extent to Which They are Frequency Percent 
Related 
Not at all 9 34.6 
To a slight extent 8 30.8 
To a moderate extent 6 23.1 
To a great extent 3 11.5 
Total 26 100.0 
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Extent to which a state's requirements for curricula for gifted students 
compare to the NAGC Pre-K- Grade 12 Gifted Program Standards. 
Table 17 shows the responses regarding the extent to which each state's 
requirements for curricula for gifted students compare to the NAGC Pre-K- Grade 
12 Gifted Program Standards. Respondents were asked to examine the minimum and 
exemplary standards related to each guiding principle from the Curriculum and 
Instruction Criterion of the NA GC Pre-K- Grade 12 Gifted Program Standards. 
They utilized a three-item scale to describe how their state's requirements regarding 
curricula for gifted students would compare to the NAGC Pre-K- Grade 12 Gifted 
Program Standards. Although 30 respondents indicated that there had been some 
impact from the NAGC Pre-K- Grade 12 Gifted Program Standards, only 24 of 
them rated their state's requirements according to the scale provided. Of those that 
rated the requirements, for each guiding principle listed, the overwhelming majority 
of the respondents used either the deficient or minimum rating. 
Table 17 
Extent to Which a State's Requirements for Curricula for Gifted Students Compare to 
the NAGC Pre-K- Grade 12 Gifted Program Standards 
Guiding Principle Frequency Percent 
1. Differentiated curricula for the gifted learner must 
span grades pre-K- 12. 
Deficient 13 54.2 
Minimum 10 41.7 
Exemplary 1 4.2 
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Guiding Principle Frequency Percent 
2. Regular classroom curricula and instruction must be 
adapted, modified, or replaced to meet the unique needs 
of gifted learners. 
Deficient 12 50.0 
Minimum 11 45.8 
Exemplary 1 4.2 
3. Instructional pace must be flexible to allow 
for the accelerated learning of gifted learners as 
appropriate. 
Deficient 10 41.7 
Minimum 13 54.2 
Exemplary 1 4.2 
-
4. Educational opportunities for subject and 
grade skipping must be provided to gifted 
learners. 
Deficient 11 45.8 
Minimum 11 45.8 
Exemplary 2 8.3 
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Guiding Principle Frequency Percent 
5. Learning opportunities for gifted learners 
must consist of a continuum of differentiated 
curricular options, instructional approaches, and 
resource materials. 
Deficient 10 41.7 
Minimum 10 41.7 
Exemplary 4 16.7 
Perceived extent of impact ofthe NAGC Pre-K- Grade 12 Gifted Program 
Standards. 
A majority (83.3%) of the state directors (N= 30) responded to an open-ended 
question about the perceived impact of the NAGC Pre-K- Grade 12 Gifted Program 
Standards on curriculum development, design, and implementation. Their responses 
ranged from an awareness of the document by teachers and administrators to the use 
of the document as a guideline for practice at the state and local levels. 
Extent to which research studies regarding curriculum effectiveness are used 
for decision-making purposes when selecting materials for gifted students. 
In Table 18, information regarding the extent to which research studies 
regarding curriculum effectiveness are used for decision-making when selecting 
materials for gifted students is presented. Respondents used a four-point Likert scale 
when giving their answers. More than a quarter (26.9%) of the respondents (N= 7) 
indicated that research studies are not used at all when making such decisions, while 
only 2 of them (7.7%) indicated that they are used to a great extent. 
93 
Reproduced with permission of the copyright owner.  Further reproduction prohibited without permission.
Table 18 
Extent to Which Research Studies Regarding Curriculum Effectiveness are Used for 
Decision-Making Purposes When Selecting Materials for Gifted Students 
Extent to Which Research Frequency Percent 
Studies Are Used 
Not at all 7 26.9 
To a slight extent 13 50.0 
To a moderate extent 4 15.4 
To a great extent 2 7.7 
Total 26 100 
Curriculum Design for Gifted Students 
Survey Section V requested information about the specific features of 
differentiated curriculum design for gifted students. Categories represented in this 
section of the survey were: (1) the nomination of districts evidencing the greatest 
program development in curriculum and instruction for gifted learners, (2) the nature 
of differentiated curriculum implementation in those districts that evidence the 
greatest program development in curriculum and instruction for gifted learners, and 
(3) specific features of differentiated curriculum design related to acceleration or 
advanced content, depth, creativity, complexity, and challenge. Frequency counts 
were run on the information provided by the respondents. 
Nomination of districts. 
Each respondent was asked to nominate three public school districts in the 
state that evidence the greatest program development in curriculum and instruction 
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for gifted learners. All responses in this section of the survey were supposed to relate 
to the three districts that had been named. Twenty-three of the respondents named 64 
total districts and answered questions in this portion of the survey. Four states listed 
fewer than three districts in the state. (See Appendix K for a listing of school districts 
by state.) 
Differentiation practices in selected districts. 
Table 19 indicates the responses related to practices in the listed districts. In 
selecting the districts, a majority (56.5%) of the respondents (N= 13) described the 
districts as very advanced as compared to others. The rating of the selected districts 
was requested to be based upon the degree to which the districts met the minimum 
and exemplary standards outlined in the Curriculum and Instruction Criterion of the 
NAGC Pre-K- Grade 12 Gifted Program Standards. 
Table 19 
Differentiation Practices in Selected Districts 
Difference in 
Differentiated Curriculum 
Implementation 
Very advanced in 
comparison to others 
Somewhat more advanced 
Slightly more advanced 
Total 
Frequency 
13 
9 
1 
23 
95 
Percent 
56.5 
39.1 
4.3 
100 
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Specific features of differentiated curriculum design. 
Table 20 illustrates the specific features of differentiated curriculum design 
that respondents indicated were characteristic of the curricula utilized in the selected 
districts. Respondents were asked to check all characteristics that applied. 
Acceleration and/or advancement (63.9%) was the most common feature noted, 
followed by challenge (61.1 %), complexity (50.0%), greater depth (47.2%), and 
incorporating principles of creativity (47.2%). 
Table 20 
Specific Features of Differentiated Curriculum Design 
Feature of Differentiated Curriculum Frequency Percent 
Design 
Is accelerated/advanced 23 63.9 
Is more challenging 22 61.1 
Is more complex 18 50.0 
Has greater depth 17 47.2 
Incorporates principles of creativity 17 47.2 
Features of differentiated curricula related to acceleration or advanced 
content. 
In Table 21 the specific features of differentiated curricula related to 
acceleration or advanced content are listed, indicating how the selected districts might 
have addressed them. Respondents were asked to check all features that could be used 
to describe the curricula of the selected districts. Advanced Placement courses 
( 61.1%) were reported as used in a majority of the selected districts to address the 
feature of acceleration or advanced content. Acceleration of content by one or more 
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years was cited by 50.0% ofthe respondents, followed by the use of content material 
typically employed for use with or designed for older students (44.4%), followed by 
dual enrollment opportunities ( 41.7% ), followed by the use of college-level courses 
(33.3%), and standards being addressed prior to teaching and the curriculum being 
adjusted accordingly (30.6%). 
Table 21 
Features of Differentiated Curricula Related to Acceleration or Advanced Content 
Feature Frequency Percent 
Advanced Placement courses 
Acceleration of content by one or more years 
Use of content material typically employed for 
use with or designed for older students 
Dual enrollment opportunities 
Use of college-level courses 
Standards addressed prior to teaching and 
curriculum adjusted accordingly 
Fewer tasks assigned to master standard 
(compacting) 
International Baccalaureate access 
Governor's Schools 
Content standards clustered by higher order 
thinking skills 
Other 
97 
22 61.1 
18 50.0 
16 44.4 
15 41.7 
12 33.3 
11 30.6 
10 27.8 
8 22.2 
7 19.4 
5 13.9 
2 5.6 
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Features of differentiated curricula related to depth. 
In Table 22, the specific features of differentiated curricula related to 
depth are listed, indicating how the selected districts have addressed them. 
Respondents were asked to check all features that could be used to describe the 
curricula ofthe selected districts. The development of products was the most 
commonly noted characteristic (38.9%), followed by a topic being selected for in-
depth study (36.1 %), and original research being conducted (30.6%). 
Table 22 
Features of Differentiated Curricula Related to Depth 
Feature Frequency Percent 
Product is developed 14 38.9 
Topic is selected for in-depth study 13 36.1 
Original research is conducted 11 30.6 
Concept is studied in multiple applications 9 25.0 
Study focus is narrower 9 25.0 
Features of differentiated curricula related to principles of creativity. 
In Table 23, the specific features of differentiated curricula related to 
incorporating the principles of creativity are listed, indicating how the selected 
districts have addressed them. Respondents were asked to check all features that 
could be used to describe the curricula of the selected districts. Providing alternatives 
for tasks, products, and assessments was a primary method of addressing the 
principles of creativity (41.7%), followed by emphasizing oral and/or written 
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communication to a real-world audience (38.9%), and encouraging student fluency, 
flexibility, elaboration, and/or originality in tasks (38.9%). 
Table 23 
Features of Differentiated Curricula Related to Principles of Creativity 
Feature 
Provides alternatives for tasks, products, and 
assessments 
Emphasizes oral and/or written communication to 
a real-world audience 
Encourages student fluency, flexibility, 
elaboration, and/or originality in tasks 
Includes design or construction of a model based 
on principles or criteria 
Frequency 
15 
14 
14 
6 
Features of differentiated curricula related to complexity. 
In Table 24, the specific features of differentiated curricula related to 
complexity are listed, indicating how the selected districts have addressed them. 
Respondents were asked to check all features that could be used to describe the 
curricula of the selected districts. Requiring the use of multiple resources was the 
predominant method ( 44.4%) of addressing this feature, followed by the use of 
multiple higher order thinking skills ( 41.7% ), the use of curricula that is more 
Percent 
41.7 
38.9 
38.9 
16.7 
conceptual and abstract in nature (41.7%), and adding more variables to study (30.6% 
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Table 24 
Features of Differentiated Curricula Related to Complexity 
Feature Frequency 
Requires the use of multiple resources 16 
Uses multiple higher order thinking skills 15 
Is more conceptual and abstract 15 
Adds more variables to study 11 
Features of differentiated curricula related to challenge. 
In Table 25, the specific features of differentiated curricula related to 
challenge are listed, indicating how the selected districts have addressed them. 
Respondents were asked to check all features that could be used to describe the 
curricula of the selected districts. Making cross-disciplinary applications was the 
predominant method (50.0%) of addressing this feature, followed by employing 
advanced resources (44.4%). 
Table 25 
Features of Differentiated Curricula Related to Challenge 
Feature Frequency 
Makes cross-disciplinary applications 18 
Employs advanced resources 16 
Makes reasoning explicit 10 
Uses sophisticated content stimuli 9 
100 
Percent 
44.4 
41.7 
41.7 
30.6 
Percent 
50.0 
44.4 
27.8 
25.0 
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Factors Supporting or Impeding the Appropriate Modification of Curricula for Gifted 
Students 
Survey Section VI requested information about the factors perceived to 
support or impede the appropriate modification of curricula for gifted students. 
Categories represented in this section of the survey were: (1) current budget 
allotment for gifted programs, (2) funding pattern during the past three years, (3) 
other sources of funding, (4) characteristics of the other sources of funding, (5) 
support structures for the appropriate modification of curricula for gifted students, (6) 
factors impeding the appropriate modification of curricula for gifted students, and (7) 
areas of gifted program development considered most important. Frequency counts 
were run on the information provided by the respondents. 
Current budget allotment for gifted education programs. 
The current budget allotment per state for gifted education programs is shown 
in Appendix J. Nine of the state directors (25%) reported no state funding for 2002-
03. Eight of the respondents (22%) reported funding between $1,000,000 and 
$10,000,000, while 10 (28%) reported funding greater than $10,000,000. Other 
sources of funding in addition to state funding included the Congressional Earmark 
Grant, the Advanced Placement Test Reimbursement Program, and Jacob Javits 
grants. 
Funding pattern during the past three years. 
Table 26 summarizes the respondents' description of the funding pattern 
during the previous three years. A sizeable minority (44.4%) indicated that the budget 
allocation for 2002-03 represented a static budget, while 25.0% (N= 9) noted a 
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decline in the budget, and 6 of them (16.7%) noted an increase during the past three 
years. None noted an uneven allocation pattern. 
Table 26 
Funding Pattern During the Past Three Years 
Funding Pattern 
Decline over past three years 
Increase over past three years 
Static budget 
Uneven allocation pattern 
Frequency 
9 
6 
16 
0 
Funding pattern for other sources during the past three years. 
Percent 
25.0 
16.7 
44.4 
0 
In Appendix J, other sources of funding for each state's gifted programs are 
listed when applicable. Table 27 summarizes the respondents' descriptions of the 
funding pattern for other sources during the past three years. An increase over the 
past three years was indicated by 16.7% of the respondents, while another 16.7% 
indicated the existence of a static budget funding pattern. Only 16 state directors 
(44.4%) responded to this question, however. 
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Table 27 
Funding Pattern for Other Sources During the Past Three Years 
Funding Pattern Frequency Percent 
Decline over past three years 2 5.6 
Increase over past three years 6 16.7 
Static budget 6 16.7 
Uneven allocation pattern 2 5.6 
Support structures for the appropriate modification of curricula for gifted 
students. 
Table 28 includes information regarding the support structures that exist for 
the appropriate modification of curricula for gifted students. Respondents were asked 
to check all of the structures that applied in their states. Administrative support 
through state rules and regulations was cited most often (38.9%), followed by state 
budgetary support (22.2%), and state monitoring annually or biennially (19.4%). 
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Table 28 
Support Structures for the Appropriate Modification of Curricula for Gifted Students 
Support Structure 
Administrative support through state rules and 
regulations 
State budgetary support 
State monitoring annually or biennially 
State standards initiative support for 
modifications 
Earmarked staff development support 
Curriculum policy manual at state level 
State administrative program review 
Frequency 
14 
8 
7 
5 
5 
4 
4 
Factors impeding the appropriate modification of curricula for gifted 
students. 
Percent 
38.9 
22.2 
19.4 
13.9 
13.9 
11.1 
11.1 
Table 29 includes information regarding those factors that are considered to 
impede the appropriate modification of curricula for gifted students. Respondents 
were asked to check all of the factors that applied in their states. Budgetary 
limitations was the factor cited most often (63.9%), followed by a lack of skills in 
differentiation of curriculum by relevant educators (55.6%), lack of curriculum 
implementation monitoring (47.2%), lack ofknowledge of curriculum effectiveness 
research (36.1 %), and lack of a staff development emphasis (36.1 %). 
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Table 29 
Factors Impeding the Appropriate Modification of Curricula for Gifted Students 
Impeding Factor Frequency Percent 
Budgetary limitations 
Lack of skills in differentiation of curriculum by 
relevant educators 
Lack of curriculum implementation monitoring 
Lack of knowledge of curriculum effectiveness 
research 
Lack of staff development emphasis 
Lack of state administrative support 
Lack of higher education involvement and/or 
assistance 
Philosophical differences related to curricula 
Lack of parental support 
23 
20 
17 
13 
13 
10 
10 
9 
2 
Areas of gifted program development considered most important. 
63.9 
55.6 
47.2 
36.1 
36.1 
27.8 
27.8 
25.0 
5.6 
Table 30 indicates those areas of gifted program development deemed most 
important by the respondents. From a list of 12 choices, respondents were asked to 
select the five most important areas of gifted program development and prioritize 
them from 1 to 5. The researcher developed a scoring system in order to make 
comparisons of the data possible. Selections ranked as the first priority were assigned 
5 points, selections ranked as second priority were assigned 4 points, selections 
ranked as third priority were assigned 3 points, selections ranked as fourth priority 
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were assigned 2 points, and selections ranked as fifth in priority were assigned 1 
point. Curriculum was the area of gifted program development deemed most 
important by the respondents, as indicated by an overall priority score of 84. 
Instruction followed with a score of74, followed by staff and professional 
development with a score of73, and followed by identification with a score of71. All 
other categories received scores below 37. 
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Table 30 
Areas of Gifted Program Development Considered Most Important 
Area of Gifted First Second Third Fourth Fifth Overall 
Program Priority Priority Priority Priority Priority Priority 
Development Score 
N % N % N % N % N % 
Curriculum 6 26.1 8 34.8 4 17.4 5 21.7 0 0 84 
Instruction 2 8.7 7 30.4 9 39.1 4 17.4 1 4.3 74 
Staff and 6 25.0 4 16.7 4 16.7 5 20.8 5 20.8 73 
professional 
development 
Identification 8 42.1 5 26.3 1 5.3 3 15.8 2 10.5 71 
Program 2 22.2 0 0.0 1 11.1 1 11.1 5 55.6 36 
evaluation 
Program design 3 33.3 1 11.1 2 22.2 1 11.1 2 22.2 30 
Student 0 0.0 2 40.0 2 40.0 0 0.0 1 20.0 15 
assessment 
Counseling and 1 12.5 0 0.0 0 0.0 3 37.5 4 50.0 15 
guidance 
Grouping 1 25.0 0 0.0 1 25.0 1 25.0 1 25.0 11 
arrangements 
Teacher selection 0 0.0 0 0.0 1 25.0 1 25.0 2 50.0 7 
Program 0 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 2 50.0 2 50.0 6 
management 
Materials 0 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 1 100 1 
selection 
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Strategies Promoting Quality Curriculum 
Survey Section VII requested that respondents cite specific strategies they had 
employed to promote quality curriculum for gifted learners in their states. For this 
open-ended question, 26 ofthe respondents (72.2%) listed information regarding 
actions they had taken to promote quality curriculum for gifted learners. The 
researcher listed all responses given by the participants, then analyzed them to 
determine common themes. Table 31 summarizes the responses they gave. Ten 
respondents (38.5%) listed professional development for teachers and ten (38.5%) 
also listed professional development for gifted education teachers/gifted program 
coordinators. Six of the respondents (23.1 %) listed an emphasis on curriculum 
development in presentations, while six (23.1 %) also listed compliance directed 
toward curriculum development. Technical assistance, production of curriculum 
guidance documents, obtaining grant funding, and promoting graduate courses in 
gifted education were each listed by four (15.4%) ofthe respondents as strategies they 
employ to promote quality curriculum. 
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Table 31 
Strategies Promoting Quality Curriculum 
Strategy Employed Frequency Percent 
Professional development for classroom teachers 10 38.5 
Professional development for gifted education 10 38.5 
teachers/gifted program coordinators 
Emphasis on curriculum development in 6 23.1 
presentations 
Compliance directed toward curriculum 6 23.1 
evaluation 
Technical assistance 4 15.4 
Production of curriculum guidance documents 4 15.4 
Obtained grant funding designated for curriculum 4 15.4 
development efforts 
Graduate courses in gifted education/connections 4 15.4 
with higher education institutions 
Support of state gifted organization/conference 3 11.5 
Support for licensing requirements for gifted 1 3.8 
education teachers 
Findings: State Document Content Analysis 
The researcher developed a state document review form that is based upon 
features included in the Composite Evaluation Form for Curriculum Units for Gifted 
Learners (CFGE, 2001). Section I ofthe form relates to general guidelines for 
curriculum. Section II includes questions about the relationship of curriculum 
development to the national content standards and best practices in gifted education. 
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This form allowed an initial collection of data to be analyzed through descriptive 
statistics. All documents were subjected to a more extensive content analysis to 
determine emergent themes. A comparative assessment across states was completed 
using a qualitative framework developed by Brown, Avery, and VanTassel-Baska 
(2003). 
The researcher requested copies of specific documents from the state 
directors: (1) a document listing the rules and regulations/policies governing gifted 
program administration and (2) a document with specific guidelines /standards that 
define the curricula to be used with academically and/or gifted students. Each state 
director also had the option of providing a website address where such documents 
could be located. For the document listing the rules and regulations/policies 
governing gifted program administration, 25 of the respondents (69.4%) indicated 
that something was available. All25 ofthe respondents (100%) provided the 
document or a relevant website if available. For the document with specific 
guidelines /standards that define the curricula to be used with academically and/or 
gifted students, 21 ofthe respondents (58.3%) indicated that something was available. 
Al121 of the respondents (100%) provided the document or a relevant website if 
available. The documents included copies of materials such as state administrative 
codes, policy manuals for gifted education programs, and curriculum development 
guides. 
To analyze the documents, the researcher used the State Document Review 
Form (Appendix H) as a basis for the analysis. For each state, all available documents 
were reviewed and utilized to answer the questions on the form. Documents 
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representing 25 states were available for review. The first question asked whether 
guidelines exist for defining appropriate curricula to be used with academically 
and/or intellectually gifted students. The researcher examined all documents first for 
any reference to curriculum. The second level of analysis for determining whether 
guidelines existed for defining appropriate curricula was the presence of key words or 
phrases such as: standards, guidelines, rules/regulations, effective practices, guide for 
curriculum development, or definitions. The third level of analysis was determining 
the level of specificity related to the key words in the second level of analysis. The 
researcher determined that guidelines existed if there was evidence of any of the 
following related to curriculum: a narrative describing the guidelines, a list of 
guidelines, a table of related standards, or a rubric for assessing the developed 
curricula. If the first question could be answered in the affirmative, then the 
researcher was able to answer the next three questions on the form and proceed to the 
section about the relationship of curriculum development to national content 
standards and best practices in gifted education. If the initial question was answered 
in the negative, then the researcher was typically unable to answer the remainder of 
the questions on the form. This first question thus served as a departure point for the 
further analysis ofthe state documents in existence. Information gleaned from the 
content analysis was then utilized like numerical data to permit statistical analyses. 
Existence of guidelines for defining appropriate curricula to be used with 
academically gifted students. 
Table 32 summarizes the information regarding the existence of guidelines 
defining appropriate curricula for those 25 states from which documents were 
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available. From the states which had documentation, using the criteria established by 
the researcher, it was determined that 19 of the states (76%) had such guidelines. 
Table 32 
Existence of Guidelines for Defining Appropriate Curricula to be Used with 
Academically Gifted Students 
Frequency Percent 
Have guidelines 19 76.0 
Do not have guidelines 6 24.0 
Total 25 100.0 
Evidence of specific theories/models of curriculum development. 
For those 19 states with guidelines for defining appropriate curricula to be 
used with academically gifted students, the researcher was then able to answer the 
three other questions in the "General Guidelines for Curriculum" section of the form. 
Table 33 summarizes the information from the first question: If these guidelines for 
defining appropriate curricula exist, is it evident that specific theories/models of 
curriculum development influenced them? In 11 of the documents (57.9%), there was 
no evidence that specific theories/models of curriculum development influenced the 
guidelines. 
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Table 33 
Evidence of Specific Theories/Models of Curriculum Development 
Yes 
No 
Cannot determine 
Total 
Frequency 
8 
11 
0 
19 
Percent 
42.1 
57.9 
0.0 
100.0 
Evidence of a system for developing and refining appropriate curricula. 
Table 34 summarizes information from the next question: Is a system in place 
for developing and refining appropriate curricula in place? In 17 of the documents 
(89.5%), there was no evidence of a system for developing and refining appropriate 
curriculum. There was 1 document (5.3%) in which some evidence of such a system 
existed. The document review findings do not support the survey findings in which 6 
respondents (35.3%) from these states indicated the presence of a mechanism for 
monitoring the development of curricula to be used with academically gifted students. 
Table 34 
Evidence of a System for Developing and Refining Appropriate Curricula 
Yes 
No 
Cannot determine 
Total 
Frequency 
1 
17 
1 
19 
113 
Percent 
5.3 
89.5 
5.3 
100.0 
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Evidence of a system for monitoring utilization of curriculum. 
In Table 35, information about the last question in the general guidelines 
section is summarized: Is a system for monitoring the utilization of the curriculum 
with academically and/or gifted students in place? In the majority of the documents 
(84.2%) there was no evidence of such a system. Two states (1 0.5%) had evidence in 
their documents of such a system. The document review findings do not support the 
survey findings in which 4 respondents (23.5%) from these states indicated the 
presence of a mechanism for monitoring the implementation of curricula to be used 
with academically gifted students. 
Table 35 
Evidence of a System for Monitoring Utilization of Curriculum 
Yes 
No 
Cannot determine 
Total 
Frequency 
2 
16 
1 
19 
Percent 
10.5 
84.2 
5.3 
100.0 
For those states with guidelines (N= 19), frequency counts were obtained 
relative to the information in the second portion of the State Document Review Form, 
"Relationship of Curriculum Development to National Content Standards and Best 
Practices in Gifted Education." 
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Evidence of influence of the national content standards. 
Table 36 summarizes the information related to the question: Is there 
evidence that the national content standards have influenced guidelines for curriculum 
development? In the cases where there was some evidence ofthe influence of the 
national content standards, typically the documentation consisted of information 
about how the state standards applied. The researcher counted references to the state 
standards as affirmative responses, since they were derived from the national content 
standards. There was evidence in documents from 6 states (31.6%) of some influence 
from the national content standards on curriculum development guidelines. The 
document review provides support for the survey data in which 5 of the respondents 
(31.3%) from these states indicated that the national standards-based reform 
movement in the core content areas had a moderate impact upon curriculum 
development for gifted learners. 
Table 36 
Evidence of Influence of the National Content Standards 
Yes 
No 
Cannot determine 
Total 
Frequency 
6 
13 
0 
19 
115 
Percent 
31.6 
68.4 
0.0 
100.0 
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Evidence of influence of the NAGC Pre-K- Grade 12 Gifted Program 
Standards. 
Table 37 summarizes information from the question: Is there evidence that 
the NAGC Pre-K- Grade 12 Gifted Program Standards have influenced guidelines 
for curricula? Although these standards are generally considered to be representative 
ofbest practices in gifted education, only 8 of the state documents (42.1 %) contained 
references to or evidence of the influence of them. The document review does not 
provides support for the survey data in which 15 of the respondents (78.9%) from 
these states indicated that the NAGC Pre-K- Grade 12 Gifted Program Standards 
had some impact on curriculum development, design, and implementation. 
Table 37 
Evidence of Influence of the NA GC Pre-K- Grade 12 Gifted Program Standards 
Yes 
No 
Cannot determine 
Total 
Frequency 
8 
11 
0 
19 
Percent 
42.1 
57.9 
0.0 
100.0 
Evidence of requirement of acceleration or the use of advanced content. 
In Table 38 information related to the differentiation feature of acceleration 
and the use of advanced content is summarized. In 10 ofthe state documents (52.6%) 
there was an indication that the curriculum is supposed to be differentiated for gifted 
students through acceleration and the use of advanced content. In 3 of the state 
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documents (15.8%) this could not be determined, while there was no evidence in 6 of 
the documents (31.6% ). The document review provides support for the survey data in 
which 11 ofthe respondents (57.9%) from these states indicated that the curriculum 
in selected districts was differentiated through the use of acceleration or advanced 
content. 
Table 38 
Evidence of Requirement of Acceleration or the Use of Advanced Content 
Yes 
No 
Cannot determine 
Total 
Frequency 
10 
6 
3 
19 
Evidence of requirement of complexity. 
Percent 
52.6 
31.6 
15.8 
100.0 
In Table 39 information related to the differentiation feature of complexity is 
summarized. There was evidence in 9 ofthe state documents (47.4%) that curriculum 
for gifted students should be differentiated through the level of complexity. In 3 of 
the state documents (15.8%) this could not be determined, while it was not evident in 
7 (36.8%) of the documents. The document review provides strong support for the 
survey data in which 9 of the respondents (47.4%) from these states indicated that the 
curriculum in selected districts was differentiated through the requirement of greater 
complexity. 
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Table 39 
Evidence of Requirement of Complexity 
Frequency 
Yes 
No 
Cannot determine 
Total 
Evidence of requirement of depth. 
9 
7 
3 
19 
Percent 
47.4 
36.8 
15.8 
100.0 
In Table 40 information related to the differentiation feature of depth is 
summarized. In 8 of the state documents (42.1 %) there was evidence of a requirement 
of depth for differentiating curriculum for gifted students. There was no evidence in ,8 
ofthe documents (42.1 %), while it could not be determined in 3 of them (15.8%). 
The document review provides strong support for the survey data in which 8 of the 
respondents ( 42.1%) from these states indicated that the curriculum in selected 
districts was differentiated through the requirement of greater depth. 
Table 40 
Evidence of Requirement of Depth 
Frequency Percent 
Yes 8 42.1 
No 8 42.1 
Cannot determine 3 15.8 
Total 19 100.0 
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Evidence of requirement of challenge. 
Information related to the differentiation feature of challenge is summarized in 
Table 41. In 9 ofthe state documents (47.4%) there was evidence of a requirement of 
increased challenge for differentiating curriculum for gifted students. There was no 
evidence in 7 of the documents (36.8%), while it could not be determined in 3 of 
them (15.8%). The document review provides support for the survey data in which 10 
of the respondents (53.6%) from these states indicated that the curriculum in selected 
districts was differentiated through the requirement of increased challenge. 
Table 41 
Evidence of Requirement of Challenge 
Yes 
·No 
Cannot determine 
Total 
Frequency· 
9 
7 
3 
19 
Percent 
47.4 
36.8 
15.8 
100.0 
Evidence of requirement of incorporating principles of creativity. 
Table 42 summarizes information related to the differentiation feature of 
creativity. In 8 of the state documents ( 42.1%) there was evidence of a requirement of 
incorporating principles of creativity for differentiating curriculum for gifted students. 
There was no evidence in 8 of the documents ( 42.1% ), while it could not be 
determined in 3 ofthem (15.8%). The document review provides support for the 
survey data in which 7 of the respondents (36.8%) from these states indicated that the 
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curriculum in selected districts was differentiated through the requirement of 
incorporating principles of creativity. 
Table 42 
Evidence of Requirement of Incorporating Principles of Creativity 
Yes 
No 
Cannot determine 
Total 
Cross-state analysis. 
Frequency 
8 
8 
3 
19 
Percent 
42.1 
42.1 
15.8 
100.0 
A comparative assessment across states was completed using a qualitative 
framework developed by Brown, Avery, and VanTassel-Baska (2003) that was 
adapted to fit the scope of this study. For the 19 states determined to have guidelines 
for defining appropriate curricula to be used with gifted students, the researcher 
summarized the information, using the following key: 
P Evidence Found in State Regulatory Framework or State Guidelines 
N No evidence of the element 
CD Cannot determine 
NA Not applicable, due to structure of document 
The purpose of the comparative assessment was both to summarize and 
compare the similarities and differences in the 19 states related to guidelines for 
differentiated curriculum. The components utilized were derived from the State 
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Document Review Form (Appendix H). Information from the comparative 
assessment is shown in Table 43. 
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Table 43 
Cross-State Analysis 
General Guidelines for Curriculum Relationship of Curriculum Development to National Content Standards and Best 
Practices in Gifted Education 
Guidelines Evidence System System National NAGC Ace./ Complexity Depth Challenge Creativity 
Exist Of forDev. for Content Standards Adv. 
Theories/ and Ref. Mon. Standards Influence Content 
Models Influence 
AL p p N p N N p p N p N 
AZ p p N N N N p p p p p 
AR p N N p N N p p p p p 
DE p N CD CD N p CD CD CD CD CD 
KS p p N N N N p p p p p 
KY p N N N N N p N N N N 
LA p N N N N N p p p p p 
MO p N N N N N p p p p p 
MT p N N N N p CD CD CD CD CD 
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General Guidelines for Curriculum Relationship of Curriculum Development to National Content Standards and Best 
Practices in Gifted Education 
Guidelines Evidence System System National NAGC Ace./ Complexity Depth Challenge Creativity 
Exist Of forDev. for Content Standards Adv. 
Theories/ and Ref. Mon. Standards Influence Content 
Models Influence 
NE p p N N N N p p p p p 
NJ p p N N N N N N N N N 
NC p CD N N p p NA NA NA NA NA 
ND p p N .N N N NA NA NA NA NA 
OR p p N N p p p p p p p 
PA p N N N p p CD CD CD CD CD 
RI p N N N N N NA NA NA NA NA 
sc p p p N p p p p p p p 
TX p N N N p p CD CD CD CD CD 
VA p N N N p p NA NA NA NA NA 
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In terms of the documents that were available to the researcher for these 19 
states, this cross-state analysis provides an overview of the extent to which both 
general guidelines for curriculum are addressed and the extent to which curriculum 
development practices are related to the national content standards and best practices 
in gifted education. Although the guidelines defining appropriate curricula to be used 
with academically gifted students exist in all of the states, there is no clear indication 
in most cases that a particular theory or model influenced their development. Systems 
for developing/refining curriculum and for monitoring curriculum implementation 
exist in only a few cases. The NAGC Pre-K- Grade 12 Gifted Program Standards 
appeared to have slightly more influence on curriculum development than the 
national content standards. For those states that addressed the differentiation features 
in some manner in their documents, typically all five were included. 
Summary of Findings Related to Research Questions 
The research findings for the survey and the document review content analysis 
are summarized here by research question. 
Findings related to Research Question # 1. 
Research Question #1 stated: What is the perceived driving force for 
curriculum development for gifted students in the 50 states? This question was 
addressed through responses from Section III of the survey. 
1) In 25 ofthe states (73.5%), respondents indicated that their state has a 
document listing the rules and regulations/policies governing gifted 
program administration. 
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2) The majority (66.7%) of the respondents (N = 23) indicated that specific 
guidelines/standards defining appropriate curricula to be used with 
academically and/or intellectually gifted students do not exist. Many 
respondents indicated that the curriculum to be used in gifted programs is 
determined through local decisions and not at the state level. 
3) For those states in which guidelines defining appropriate curricula to be 
used with academically gifted students do exist, respondents listed the 
theories/models of curriculum that influenced their development. A 
variety of responses was listed but no dominant model emerged. 
4) The majority (67.6%) of the respondents (N= 23) indicated that 
mechanisms for monitoring the development of appropriate curricula to be 
used with academically gifted students do not exist in their states. 
5) A majority (70.6%) of the respondents (N= 24) indicated that mechanisms 
for monitoring the implementation of curriculum suggested for use with 
academically gifted students do not exist in their states. 
Findings related to Research Question #2. 
Research Question #2 stated: To what degree do state curricula for gifted 
students reflect the NAGC Pre-K - Grade 12 Gifted Program Standards? This 
question was addressed through responses from Section IV of the survey and from the 
document review content analysis. 
1) Respondents were asked to examine the minimum and exemplary 
standards related to each guiding principle from the Curriculum and 
Instruction Criterion of the NAGC Pre-K- Grade 12 Gifted Program 
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Standards. They utilized a three-point Likert scale to describe how their 
state's requirements regarding curricula for gifted students would compare 
to the NAGC Pre-K- Grade 12 Gifted Program Standards. Although 30 
respondents indicated that there had been some impact from the NAGC 
Pre-K- Grade 12 Gifted Program Standards, only 24 ofthem rated their 
state's requirements according to the Likert scale. For Guiding Principle 1, 
the majority (54.2%) ofthe respondents (N= 13) indicated that state 
requirements were deficient relative to the principle. For Guiding Principle 
2, the majority (50%) of the respondents (N= 12) indicated that state 
requirements were deficient relative to the principle. For Guiding Principle 
3, the majority (54.2%) of the respondents (N= 13) indicated that state 
requirements were at the minimum level relative to the principle. For 
Guiding Principle 4, respondents were evenly divided (45.8% each)) 
between ranking their state requirements at the deficient and minimum 
levels. For Guiding Principle 5, respondents were evenly divided (41.7% 
each) between ranking their state requirements at the deficient and 
minimum levels. 
2) A content analysis ofthe state documents revealed that in the 19 states in 
which there are some guidelines defining the curriculum to be used with 
gifted students, only 8 of the documents (42.1 %) contain any reference or 
relationship to the NAGC Standards. While 30 respondents (83.3%) 
indicated that the requirements for curricula were influenced by the NAGC 
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Standards, only 8 of them were from states in which there is some level of 
documentation supporting this assertion. 
Findings related to Research Question #3. 
Research Question #3 stated: To what extent do state curricula for gifted 
students reflect the best practices for content-based curricula as outlined in the 
national content standards? This question was addressed through responses from 
Section IV of the survey and from the document review content analysis. 
1) In characterizing the impact of the national standards-based reform 
movement in the core content areas upon curriculum development for 
gifted students, 12 respondents (33.3%) indicated that it had made gifted 
programs more accountable and 12 (33.3%) indicated that it had caused 
gifted programs to change for the better. Additional findings showed that 
11 respondents (30.6%) believed that the movement had raised gifted 
program standards, while 11 respondents (30.6%) believed that it had 
improved curriculum alignment. All ofthis information suggests the 
perception of a positive influence on gifted education curriculum 
development from the national standards-based reform movement. 
2) In considering how their state requirements for curricula for gifted learners 
were related at all to the major components addressed in the content-based 
standards documents, 9 of the respondents (34.6%) of them indicated that 
they were not related at all. Only 3 (11.5%) indicated that the extent of the 
relationship was great. 
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3) A content analysis of the state documents revealed that in the 19 states in 
which there are some guidelines defining the curriculum to be used with 
gifted students, only 6 of the documents (31.6%) contain any reference or 
relationship to the national standards in the core content areas. While 17 
respondents indicated that the state's requirements for curricula for gifted 
students had been influenced to a slight, moderate, or great extent by the 
national standards-based reform movement, only 6 of them worked in 
states in which there is some level of documentation supporting this 
assertion. In the instance where there was some evidence of the influence 
of the national content standards, the documentation consisted of 
information about how the state standards applied. The researcher counted 
references to the state standards as an affirmative response, since they 
were derived from the national content standards. 
Findings related to Research Question #4. 
Research Question #4 stated: What are the perceptions of state directors on 
the role ofthe NAGC Pre-K- Grade 12 Gifted Program Standards and the national 
content standards? This question was addressed through responses from Section IV of 
the survey. 
1) When answering an open-ended question about the perceived impact of 
the NAGC Pre-K- Grade 12 Gifted Program Standards on curriculum 
development, design, and implementation, responses ranged from an 
awareness of the document by teachers and administrators to the use of the 
document as a guideline for practice at the state and local levels. One state 
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director, for example responded that "increased awareness among 
professionals is probably the greatest asset of the document." In one of the 
states where there is no mandate for gifted education, the respondent 
noted: "Some G/T teachers are aware of them, but they are not used 
extensively because services are not required by law." In one of the states 
with a mandate, the state director indicated that the NAGC Pre-K- Grade 
12 Gifted Program Standards were used in the development ofthe state's 
most recent guidelines document. 
Findings related to Research Question #5. 
Research Question #5 stated: What are the perceptions of state directors on 
the role of the national content standards-based reform movement in curriculum 
development, design, and implementation? This question was addressed through 
responses from Section IV of the survey. 
1) In giving their perceptions of the extent of the impact of the national 
standards-based reform movement in the core content areas upon 
curriculum development for gifted students, only 2 of the respondents 
(5.6%) indicated that they believed that the reform movement had 
influenced curriculum development for gifted students to a great extent. 
Four of the respondents (11.1 %) perceived no impact, 18 (50.0%) 
perceived a slight impact, and 12 (33.3%) perceived a moderate impact. 
Findings related to Research Question #6. 
Research Question #6 stated: What is the degree of congruence between 
perceptions as recorded in survey data and reviewed documents in respect to the 
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NAGC Pre-K- Grade 12 Program Standards and the national content standards? 
This question was addressed through responses from Section IV of the survey and 
through the document review content analysis. 
1) Responses to an open-ended question about the perceived impact of the 
NA GC Pre-K- Grade 12 Gifted Program Standards on curriculum 
development, design, and implementation ranged from an awareness of 
the document by teachers and administrators to the use of the document as 
a guideline for practice at the state and local levels. 
2) Only 2 of the respondents (5.6%) indicated that they believed that the 
national standards-based reform movement in the core content areas had 
influenced curriculum development for gifted students to a great extent. 
Four of the respondents (11.1 %) perceived no impact, 18 (50.0%) 
perceived a slight impact, and 12 (33.3%) perceived a moderate impact. 
3) The document review content analysis revealed that the NAGC Pre-K-
Grade 12 Gifted Program Standards are referenced directly or influenced 
the development of curriculum statements in 8 of the documents ( 42.1%) 
available. This is incongruous with the survey findings, which indicated 
that 83.3% of the respondents believed that the NAGC Standards have had 
some impact on curriculum development, design, and implementation in 
their states. Since the document review content analysis does not 
substantiate the responses of the state directors, it suggests that 
perceptions of state directors on this issue are not documented by relevant 
policy or practice documents. 
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4) In terms of the extent of the impact of the national standards-based reform 
movement in the core content areas upon curriculum development for 
gifted students, the document review content analysis revealed results that 
were also incongruous with the survey results. In the states where 
documents exist outlining curriculum guidelines, 13 of the respondents 
(81.3%) indicated that they believed that the standards-based reform 
movement in the core content areas had influenced curriculum 
development for gifted students to a slight, moderate, or great extent. The 
document review content analysis indicated that only 6 of the 19 states 
(31.6%) had documents that showed any evidence ofbeing influenced by 
or related to the national standards in the core content areas. This suggests 
that perceptions of state directors on this issue are not actually recorded in 
policy or practice documents. 
Findings related to Research Question #7. 
Research Question #7 stated: What are the perceived factors that support or 
impede the appropriate modification of curricula for gifted students? This question 
was addressed through responses from Section VI of the survey. 
1) In noting all of the support structures that exist for the appropriate 
modification of curricula for gifted students, administrative support 
through state rules and regulations was cited by 14 ofthe respondents 
(38.9%). Eight of the respondents (22.2%) noted state budgetary support 
and 7 respondents (19.4%) indicated state monitoring annually or 
biennially. State administrative program review and curriculum policy 
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manual at the state level were cited by just 4 respondents each (11.1% 
each). 
2) In considering all of the factors that are considered to impede the 
appropriate modification of curricula for gifted students, budgetary 
limitations was the factor cited by 23 respondents (63.9%). Twenty state 
directors (55.6%) indicated the lack of skills in differentiation of 
curriculum by relevant educators, followed by 17 (47.2%) citing a lack of 
curriculum implementation monitoring. The factor cited by only 2 
respondents (5.6%) was lack of parental support. 
Findings related to Research Question #8. 
Research Question #8 stated: How do state directors characterize the ways in 
which curriculum is differentiated in local school districts? This question was 
addressed through responses from Section V of the survey. Each respondent was 
asked to nominate three districts in the state that evidence the greatest program 
development in curriculum and instruction for gifted learners. All responses in this 
section of the survey were supposed to relate to the three districts that had been 
named. 
1) When characterizing the differences in differentiation practices in the 
selected districts in comparison to others in the state, a majority (N= 13) 
of the respondents (56.5%) described the selected districts as very 
advanced in comparison to others. Nine ofthe respondents (39.1 %) 
described the selected districts as somewhat more advanced, while one 
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respondent ( 4.3%) characterized the selected districts as slightly more 
advanced. 
2) Acceleration/advancement was cited by 23 of the respondents (63.9%) as 
a specific feature of differentiated curriculum design that was 
characteristic ofthe curricula utilized in the selected districts. Challenge 
-
was cited by 22 respondents (61.1 %), while 18 (50.0%) indicated 
complexity. Greater depth and incorporating principles of creativity were 
features noted by 17 respondents each ( 4 7.2% each). 
3) Respondents (N= 22) indicated that Advanced Placement courses were 
used in a majority of the districts ( 61.1%) to address the feature of 
acceleration or advanced content. Other features were used less frequently. 
Acceleration of content by one or more years was utilized in 50.0% (N= 
18) of the districts, followed by the use of content material typically 
employed for use with older students (44.4%), followed by the use of dual 
enrollment (41.7%), followed by the use of college-level courses (33.3%). 
4) Respondents (N= 14) indicated that the development of products was the 
most commonly used (38.9%) differentiation feature for addressing depth. 
Selecting a topic for in-depth study was cited by 13 respondents (36.1% ), 
followed by 11 respondents (30.6%) noting the conducting of original 
research. 
5) According to 15 respondents ( 41.7% ), providing alternatives for tasks, 
products, and assessments was a specific differentiation feature often used 
to address the principles of creativity. Other approaches were used less 
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frequently. Emphasizing oral and/or written communication to a real-
world audience was cited by 14 respondents (38.9%), as was encouraging 
student fluency, flexibility, elaboration, and/or originality in tasks. 
6) Requiring the use of multiple resources was the predominant method of 
addressing the feature of complexity, as cited by 16 respondents (44.4%). 
Fifteen respondents (41.7%) noted the use multiple higher order thinking 
skills and 15 (41.7%) cited the use ofmore conceptual and abstract 
materials as ways of addressing this feature. 
7) Making cross-disciplinary applications was reported by half (50.0%) of 
the respondents (N= 18) as a way of addressing the differentiation feature 
of challenge. Employing advanced resources was noted by 16 respondents 
(44.4%), followed by making reasoning explicit (27.8%), and followed by 
using sophisticated content stimuli (25.0%). 
Overall, findings in this section suggest that state directors have certain 
perceptions regarding differentiation practices in their states. Given a list of 
differentiation features, they were able to identify districts and make judgments about 
their utilization of the features. Since the majority of the respondents indicated that 
the selected districts were very advanced compared to others in their states, they 
seemed to believe that certain key characteristics set those districts apart from others 
in the states. A reliance on acceleration/advancement was clearly the means by which 
differentiation was believed to be accomplished in the selected districts. Advanced 
Placement courses were the primary method for accomplishing this differentiation 
feature. The development of products as the most common way of addressing depth 
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and providing alternatives for tasks, products, and assessments as a way of addressing 
creativity suggested an acknowledgment of the need for student choice. Requiring the 
use of multiple resources to address complexity and making cross-disciplinary 
applications to address challenge suggested a concern for considering the resources 
used in instructing the gifted learners. 
Through their relationship with and knowledge of the various school districts, 
the state directors nominated three districts that they believed evidence the greatest 
program development in curriculum and instruction for gifted learners. Although the 
lens through which each state director made this decision was different, the findings 
suggest that there were some commonalities in their views of the actual 
differentiation features being employed. This suggests at least an awareness of the 
best practices in gifted education relative to differentiation. 
The next chapter includes a more detailed discussion of the findings, 
conclusions regarding them, and suggested implications of the study for practice and 
further research. 
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Chapter 5 
Discussion, Conclusions, and Implications 
Introduction 
The purpose of this study was to examine best practices in curriculum 
development, design, and implementation for gifted learners within the context of the 
curriculum reform movement in the United States by surveying all 50 state directors 
of gifted programs. In this study, data were collected regarding curricular provisions 
for gifted students in 36 states, the impact ofboth standards-based reform in core 
content areas and in gifted education upon the process of curriculum development for 
gifted students, and factors that supported or impeded the appropriate modification of 
curricula for gifted students. 
The study employed two methods of data collection: a survey and a document 
review process. A survey was sent to the individual in each state designated as 
responsible for programs for the gifted. The survey covered the following topics: 
state regulations regarding curriculum for gifted learners, use of the NAGC Pre-K-
Grade 12 Gifted Program Standards, the perceived impact of standards-based reform 
on gifted education, features of curriculum differentiation employed, and perceptions 
of factors which impede or support the appropriate modification of curricula for 
gifted learners. (See Appendix C for state survey.) Each respondent was also asked to 
provide a copy oftwo documents that were subjected to a content analysis: 1) a 
document listing the rules and regulations governing gifted program administration 
and 2) a state document which includes guidelines defining the appropriate curricula 
to be used with academically and/or intellectually gifted students. (See Appendix H 
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for the State Document Review Form and Appendix L for a list of documents 
reviewed by state.) Comparative content analysis was used to analyze data across 
states. 
Relevant strands of literature that provided the foundation for this study were 
found in the areas of general curriculum reform, curriculum development for gifted 
learners, and research regarding curriculum effectiveness for gifted learners. The 
discussion portion of this chapter, organized by these literature strands, emphasizes 
the relationship of research question findings to the existing literature and to specific 
findings. The conclusion section includes a synthesis of findings based on the 
research questions. The implications for policy, practice, and further research 
conclude the chapter. 
Discussion 
General curriculum reform. 
Across the research questions, several interesting findings emerged related to 
the literature regarding general curriculum reform. Numerous researchers (O'Day, 
Goertz, & Floden, 1995; Hess, 1999; Borko, Wolf, Simone, & Uchiyama, 2003) who 
have examined the systemic reform movement in general education have argued that 
educational capacity is crucial for the success of such efforts. Specifically, attention 
must be paid to the capacity of faculty and staff members to implement change 
agendas through providing appropriate training and support (Hess, 1999). Given the 
potential impact of the state director in gifted education, it seems that a much greater 
effort must be made to recruit individuals who have the requisite training and 
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background in the field of gifted education and who can serve as change agents 
within their specific domain of responsibility. 
Demographic data about the individuals designated to work with gifted 
education at the state level also show some disturbing trends. The mean for the 
number of years of experience for these individuals is 5.31 (N= 35). Only 11 of them 
are endorsed and/or certified in gifted education, while only four of them are 
endorsed and/or certified in curriculum design and delivery. Given their overall lack 
of experience at the state level, limited training in gifted education, and limited 
training in curriculum design and delivery, the lack of emphasis on the research base 
and the lack of knowledge about the theories/models of curriculum that influenced the 
development of guidelines defining appropriate curricula to be used are 
understandable. As the scope of educational administration has changed from that of 
manager to instructional leader, it is imperative that individuals at the state level be 
well-qualified for their roles. 
Only 6.3% of the respondents indicated that they believed that the national 
standards-based curriculum reform movement had influenced curriculum 
development for gifted students to a great extent. A significant minority of the 
respondents (34.6%) indicated that the state requirements for curricula for gifted 
learners were not related at all to the major components addressed in the content-
based standards documents. These findings are consistent with Resnick and Nolan's 
(1995) view that the potential of the standards framework as both an important policy 
tool and the foundation for changed educational practices has not yet been met. 
Although the state directors acknowledged the influence of the general curriculum 
138 
Reproduced with permission of the copyright owner.  Further reproduction prohibited without permission.
reform movement, they indicated that the linkage between national initiatives and 
practice at the state and local levels has not been made in gifted education. This is 
symptomatic of gifted education's tendency at times to separate itself from the 
context of the field of general education. In a political context in which the national 
and state standards have resulted in increased accountability and high-stakes testing, 
it seems that a greater effort must be made to ensure that gifted education is 
continuing a strong relationship with general education so that academically gifted 
students are not ignored in the dialogue about potential changes in policy and 
practice. 
Related to this finding is the response by state directors that the specific major 
impacts of the reform movement in the core content areas upon curriculum 
development for gifted students have been making gifted progran1s more accountable 
(33.3%) and causing gifted programs to change for the better (33.3%). While these 
percentages represent a sizeable minority (N= 12) of the state directors and their 
views regarding the impact of the reform movement, the findings do not suggest a 
significant impact from the reform movement. The inconsistent translation ofthe 
national standards into state standards (V anTassel-Baska, 2000a) and the resulting 
lack of curriculum coherence may be a major reason for this. Although there may 
have been changes in many states' gifted programs resulting from the emphasis on 
curriculum standards, the consistent translation of standards-based reform has not 
been felt in gifted education. 
According to Clune (1993), research-based goals for changes in educational 
practice and organization must be utilized in the development of systemic educational 
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policy. According to the state survey results, a majority (76.9%) of the respondents 
(N= 20) indicated that research studies regarding curriculum effectiveness are used 
only to a slight extent or not at all in the decision-making process for materials 
selection. These findings, therefore, did not suggest evidence of a reliance on research 
as a crucial aspect of addressing the needs of gifted students. This lack of a reliance 
on research findings for materials selection could be indicative of many issues related 
to the directors' knowledge bases, their training and experiences, and the emphases in 
their positions. This finding calls into question the process through which crucial 
decisions are made regarding gifted program philosophies, curriculum and 
instruction, and materials selection. This lack of a reliance on research evidence as a 
basis for decision-making implies a system that is specific to each individual and 
his/her biases, preferences, and personal knowledge. As designated leaders in gifted 
education at the state level, the state directors provide technical assistance and 
support for local school districts. Such technical assistance should be based on best 
practices relative to research evidence about effectiveness in meeting the needs of 
gifted learners rather than relying solely on individual subjective judgment. 
A concern also arises regarding the ability of the state directors to obtain the 
very limited additional funding for gifted education that may be available from 
outside their states. The Jacob Javits Gifted and Talented Students Education Act is 
the only federal program that specifically targets gifted and talented youth. It funds 
competitive demonstration grants to state and local education agencies and 
institutions of higher education for conducting research and competitive grants to 
states for developing research-based programs. In framing proposals for these 
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competitive grants, the state directors would be required to utilize the research base to 
undergird their applications and to outline their methodology for conducting a study. 
This is an area of deficit that must be addressed in order to gamer as much funding as 
possible for gifted education programs. 
The NAGC Pre-K- Grade 12 Gifted Program Standards include seven 
essential criteria of gifted education programming: program design, program 
administration and management, socio-emotional guidance and counseling, student 
identification, curriculum and instruction, professional development, and program 
evaluation. Their purpose is to represent "standards consistently cited across sources 
as critical to program success" (Landrum, Callahan, & Shaklee, 2001, p. ix). 
Although 83.3% (N= 30) of the respondents indicated that there had been some 
impact from the NAGC Pre-K- Grade 12 Gifted Program Standards on the state 
requirements for curricula for gifted learners, only 24 of them rated their state's 
requirements according to the scale provided. In rating their state's requirements 
compared to the guiding principles in the Curriculum and Instruction Criterion, the 
majority of them assigned deficient or minimum ratings for all five categories. Since 
standards may carry the weight of policy (VanTassel-Baska, 2004), this finding is 
indicative of underlying deficiencies in state policy related to gifted education. The 
finding is also consistent with the results from a policy study of five states (Brown, 
Avery, & VanTassel-Baska, 2003) indicating uneven policy development that lacks 
consonance with the NAGC Pre-K- Grade 12 Gifted Program Standards. 
While 73.5% of the respondents (N= 25) indicated that their respective states 
have rules and regulations/policies governing gifted program administration, the 
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majority (66.7%) ofthe respondents (N= 23) indicated that guidelines/standards 
defining the appropriate curricula to be used with academically gifted students do not 
exist. The paucity of states with such guidelines implies no control over the nature of 
what is occurring in the development and implementation of appropriate curriculum 
for gifted students. 
Curriculum development for gifted learners. 
A review of state documents revealed little in the way of guidelines for 
defining appropriate curricula to be used with academically and/or intellectually 
gifted students. Only 19 ofthe states (52.8%) represented in the survey had 
documents with such guidelines. There was one document (5.3%) in which some 
evidence of a system for developing and refining appropriate curriculum existed. The 
document review findings thus did not support the survey findings in which 6 
respondents (35.3%) from these states indicated the presence of a mechanism for 
monitoring the development of curricula to be used with academically gifted students. 
This is consistent with findings by Passow and Rudnitski (1993) that although 
curriculum and instruction are "at the heart of programming for the gifted," (p. 35) 
there is a paucity of information and a lack of specificity in the way the subject is 
addressed in state documents. 
VanTassel-Baska (2002) outlined specific differentiation features that are 
essential for a curriculum to be considered appropriate for gifted learners: 
acceleration, complexity, depth, challenge, and creativity. Each respondent was 
asked to nominate three districts in the state that evidence the greatest program 
development in curriculum and instruction for gifted learners. 
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Acceleration/advancement (63.9%) was the most common feature noted by 
respondents when they considered the specific features that were characteristic of the 
curricula utilized in the selected districts. This finding shows promise, in that recent 
research about the effectiveness of accelerative options as a curricular option for 
gifted students have shown achievement gains. On the other hand, accelerative 
options may be the simplest to implement, because they typically involve grade 
acceleration, telescoping, or content acceleration, rather than curriculum 
development. 
In subsequent questions about how the specific features of the curriculum 
related to acceleration, complexity, depth, challenge, and creativity are addressed, the 
findings indicate that all of the features are addressed at least to some extent. The 
document review provides strong support for the survey data in which nine of the 
respondents (47.4%) from these states indicated that the curriculum in selected 
districts was differentiated through the requirement of greater complexity. The 
document review also provides support for the survey data in which ten of the 
respondents (53.6%) from these states indicated that the curriculum in selected 
districts was differentiated through the requirement of increased challenge. 
Additionally, the document review provides support for the survey data in which 
seven of the respondents (36.8%) from these states indicated that the curriculum in 
selected districts was differentiated through the requirement of incorporating 
principles of creativity. While there is some evidence ofthe differentiation features in 
the relevant state documents, it is not widespread. 
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Curriculum effectiveness studies. 
During the last ten years, the research regarding curriculum effectiveness for 
gifted learners has focused primarily on five types of interventions (Johnsen, 2000): 
problem-based learning, acceleration, Type III Enrichment activities (Renzulli & 
Reis, 1986), thinking skills strategies, and the implementation of curriculum units 
designed specifically for gifted learners using the Integrated Curriculum Model 
(VanTassel-Baska, 1986). Based upon a review of these empirical studies, the 
elements of a defensible differentiated curriculum for gifted learners appear to be: 1) 
a process component, coupled with a product dimension, 2) advanced, meaningful 
content, 3) a diagnostic-prescriptive approach, 4) thinking skills, both embedded in 
the curriculum and taught directly, and 5) flexibility in attempting to meet learner 
needs. Although there is a paucity of these curriculum effectiveness studies and some 
of the studies have limited technical adequacy, they represent the only research-based 
sources of information about curriculum interventions that result in student 
achievement gains. According to the state survey results, a majority (76.9%) ofthe 
respondents (N= 20) indicated that research studies regarding curriculum 
effectiveness are used only to a slight extent or not at all at the state level in the 
decision-making process for materials selection. This lack of a reliance on research 
for decision-making purposes could indicate many potential problem areas, such as a 
limited knowledge of the research base and/or a lack of concern for the importance of 
empirical findings. Given that the results are for those individuals working at the state 
level, the underutilization of the research base is discouraging for the field of gifted 
education. 
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When describing the specific features of differentiated curriculum design that 
were characteristic of the curricula used in nominated local school districts, 63.9% of 
the respondents (N= 23) indicated that acceleration/advancement was the most 
common feature used. This finding is a positive one, in that curriculum effectiveness 
studies have shown clear support for academic acceleration (Sowell, 1995; Swiatek, 
1993; Kulik & Kulik, 1984). Although the use of acceleration was not chosen even 
though the research base supports it, the use of this differentiation feature is one that 
can promote student achievement gains. 
Conclusions 
Findings from this study indicate that the rhetoric in gifted education about the 
importance of differentiated curriculum is not supported by actual practice at the state 
or local level as perceived by state directors. Perhaps the most striking finding is that 
a majority of the respondents indicated that research studies regarding curriculum 
effectiveness are used only to a slight extent or not at all at the state level in the 
decision-making process for materials selection. Equally disturbing is the limited 
knowledge of the state directors about the theories/models of curriculum that 
influenced the development of guidelines defining appropriate curricula to be used 
with academically gifted students. Although the respondents indicated that curriculum 
is the area of program development that they consider second in importance only after 
identification, their practices seem to contradict this finding. While the state directors 
have perceived priorities in mind, there is a discrepancy between their perceptions, 
their priorities, and documents that represent state guidelines. 
145 
Reproduced with permission of the copyright owner.  Further reproduction prohibited without permission.
Many authors have indicated that much emphasis is placed on identification in 
gifted education to the detriment of program implementation and curriculum 
development. Findings from this study could be interpreted to support this assertion. 
This study also has shown a lack of connection of gifted education practices to 
state and national curriculum standards and even to the NAGC Pre-K- Grade 12 
Gifted Program Standards. While a majority (83.3%) of the respondents (N= 30) 
acknowledged some impact from the NAGC Pre-K- Grade 12 Gifted Program 
Standards, for example, only 24 ofthem rated their state's curriculum requirements 
against the standards according to the scale provided. Of those that rated the 
requirements, for each guiding principle listed, the overwhelming majority of the 
respondents used either the deficient or minimum rating. The document review did 
not provide support for the survey data in which 15 of the respondents (78.9%) from 
these states indicated that the NAGC Pre-K- Grade 12 Gifted Program Standards 
had some impact on curriculum development, design, and implementation. Only eight 
of the state documents (42.1 %) contained references to or evidence of the influence of 
the NAGC Pre-K- Grade 12 Gifted Program Standards. Given the potential 
influence of state directors in directing school district practice, it is a concern that 
these standards are not being incorporated into state documents. Even when provided 
with such a support mechanism from the largest national advocacy organization for 
gifted children, the levers are not in place or are not being utilized that lead to their 
institutionalization. 
Closely related to this is the corresponding discrepancy between standards and 
policy. The document review provides support for the survey data in which only five 
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of the respondents (31.3%) from these states indicated that the national standards-
based reform movement in the core content areas had a moderate impact upon 
curriculum development for gifted learners. This signals the need for policy 
development activities within states that relate more specifically to gifted education. 
Additionally, such activities must form a linkage to existing state policies that are 
favorable to gifted learners. 
The contradictions noted in this study could be indicative of problems in 
several arenas. Some ofthe issues may be related to the participants' overall limited 
background and training in gifted education and curriculum design and delivery. 
Although the respondents indicated that curriculum development is the most 
important area of gifted program development, their responses and existing state 
documents do not indicate that this is a major emphasis in practice. If curriculum 
design and delivery is not considered to be an area of expertise, an individual may not 
choose to spend time working on such efforts. Time concerns may also affect the way 
in which a state director who serves in multiple roles in the state education agency 
makes decisions about prioritizing tasks. 
Rules and regulations governing gifted programs should provide the 
framework for practice. In states where limited or no policies exist regarding gifted 
education, there is a lack of structure requiring the state directors to emphasize one 
particular area over another. The selected emphasis may thus depend on individual 
interests, strengths, or perceived needs. 
The lack of policy and related rules and regulations in program and 
curriculum areas speaks to a much larger issue associated with political will. A 
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sustained and visible commitment to serving gifted students does not exist in many 
states, based upon the results of this study. This lack of a commitment could be the 
result of many factors. Several problems exist at the federal level, such as the lack of 
a mandate for gifted education and the lack of consistent funding. Also coming from 
the federal level, repercussions from NCLB have sometimes resulted in the 
restructuring of state education agencies, shifts in budget line items to meet the 
requirements of the legislation, and often radical changes in the priorities of school 
governance in reaction to the act. While interpreting the title ofNCLB literally would 
indicate that gifted children's needs should be considered, in actual practice many 
gifted programs have been scaled down or eliminated in response to its tenets. 
In terms of the National Association for Gifted Children (NAGC), leaders of 
the organization have not consistently directed a coherent and consistent message 
about the needs of gifted students to a wide range of organizations and individuals. 
The NAGC leadership must make a clear and sustained linkage to general education 
efforts. 
At the state and local levels, there has been a lack of sustained parental 
advocacy and sometimes a lack of advocacy by education-related entities. 
Additionally, in most cases, little attention has been paid specifically to the ways in 
which gifted students perform on state assessments. 
Implications for Policy, Practice, and Further Research 
While curriculum and instruction are considered to be major emphases of 
gifted education (Passow & Rudnitiski, 1993; VanTassel-Baska, 2003), the data on 
state policies and their implementation suggest otherwise. Thus, the findings of this 
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study suggest multiple implications for policy development, practice, and further 
research. 
Implications for policy. 
One policy implication is the need for more program and service policy 
development at the state level related to gifted education. State directors indicated 
that curriculum, instruction, staff and professional development, and identification 
were the areas of gifted program development that they considered most important 
(priority scores of 70 or greater). It would seem that these areas would be starting 
points for considering the direction for program and service policy development. 
There is also a need for the development of specific curriculum policy in every state. 
Minimal references to curriculum have resulted in an underdeveloped approach to a 
key component of gifted program development. 
Although the NAGC Pre-K- Grade 12 Gifted Program Standards have been 
in place since 1998, this study indicates that, in many cases, practitioners are not 
using these national standards available within the field to guide practice. This speaks 
to the need for a more concerted effort by the leaders in the National Association for 
Gifted Children to promote the utilization of the standards as benchmarks for program 
development at the state and local levels. 
As curriculum policy for gifted education is developed at the state level, a 
greater emphasis on the interrelationship of state policy, gifted education, and the 
core content standards is needed. Clearly, in an economic climate in which school 
budget cutting is prevalent, the field of gifted education must have a compelling tie to 
the general education paradigm. State directors of gifted education, leaders in 
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advocacy organizations, and leaders in the field must enter the dialogue about state 
standards and emphasize the alignment of gifted education curriculum to state 
curriculum frameworks as an expectation for meeting student needs. 
Implications for practice. 
Many implications for practice also present themselves from this study. 
Considering the selection of individuals to work at the state level includes several 
areas for potential action. First of all, the paucity of individuals trained in gifted 
education and curriculum design/delivery indicates the need for a focus on these areas 
in the leadership development courses at the graduate level. Secondly, a greater 
emphasis must be given to the background and training of individuals selected to 
work at the state level in gifted education. Even in cases where the individual will be 
involved in areas other than gifted education, it is essential that the selection process 
is such that the skill set required for working in gifted education is deemed important. 
Third, for those individuals currently working at the state level, there is a need for a 
comprehensive professional development program. Such a program could be 
sponsored by the National Association for Gifted Children and be offered both to the 
state directors and the state affiliate leadership. Capacity-building so that state 
directors can be effective change agents must be addressed in a systematic manner. 
Another implication for practice relates to the fact that there is little reliance 
on the research base about curriculum effectiveness for decision-making purposes at 
the state level. Professional development must address the needs of the state directors 
in this area. Given that the state directors generally do not seem to have expertise in 
this area, it should be a priority of the Council of State Directors of Gifted Education 
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to seek appropriate technical assistance in this area from the leadership ofNAGC or 
other individuals/organizations who can address the use of research findings for data-
driven decision-making. The research related to curriculum effectiveness should also 
be expanded to provide state directors and gifted coordinators with a variety of 
options for materials selection. Additionally, it is incumbent upon the researchers in 
gifted education to translate their findings into appropriate applications so that 
practitioners can both understand and utilize the information. 
A third implication for practice concerns grouping practices for gifted 
students. If curriculum development for gifted students could be elevated to a level 
where truly appropriate modifications are being made, then grouping configurations 
would have to be examined. Cluster grouping, self-contained gifted classes, and pull-
out programs might provide the most viable options for successfully implementing 
appropriately differentiated curricula for these students. Closely related to the 
implementation of such curricula and grouping practices would be the need for 
teacher training. 
A fourth implication for practice relates to curriculum development practices 
in local school districts. If curriculum policies were in place at the state level, a 
structure would exist for the work that often takes place at the local level. If clear 
connections were made to the existing state content standards, gifted coordinators 
should have greater support for their efforts within the domain of the general 
education emphases. This bridge to general education is an essential one to be made if 
gifted programs are to remain viable in the current educational climate. 
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A final implication for practice is the need for comprehensive articulated 
programming in gifted education. In terms of differentiated curriculum, specifically, 
this could be accomplished through providing state directors and local coordinators 
with a template for designing curriculum based upon the essential differentiation 
features. Although the results of this study indicate that state directors and local 
decision-makers have valued some features more than others (i.e., Advanced 
Placement courses), all are important for comprehensive services for gifted students 
in grades K- 12. Professional development for the state directors and state affiliate 
leadership could be provided from the National Association for Gifted Children by 
leaders whose focus is curriculum design, development, and delivery. 
Implications for further research. 
For additional verification of the survey results and for more specific data 
about the nature of curriculum differentiation, a more in-depth follow-up study could 
be conducted. The researcher asked each state director to nominate three districts they 
considered to have the greatest evidence of program development in curriculum and 
instruction for gifted learners. Phase I of the follow-up study would involve having 
the coordinators in these local school districts complete a survey similar to the one 
completed by the state directors. In order to verify local curriculum practices based on 
state survey data, a questionnaire would be mailed to each nominated district 
coordinator (N=150). In Phase II of the follow-up study, a case study approach would 
be utilized as site visits are conducted in multiple districts, each representing a 
different state. Classroom lessons would be observed and district curriculum 
documents could be reviewed for triangulation of the data. 
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Few studies citing the effectiveness of curriculum interventions have been 
conducted to date. Additional studies citing the research about various curricula and 
interventions should be conducted. Making linkages between what is perceived best 
practice and what actually works should be a major emphasis in such studies. 
In Conclusion 
At the time this study was being conducted, much of the discussion about the 
implications of the No Child Left Behind legislation had just begun. In reviewing 
these data and drawing conclusions about curriculum policies and practices in gifted 
education in the United States, it would seem that much must still be done to ensure 
that gifted children are not left behind as educational decision-making occurs. It is 
imperative that state directors, state education agencies, and state boards of education 
understand the critical issues surrounding the connection of curriculum policy and 
practice. 
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Appendix A 
Cover Letter to State Directors 
Dear Gifted Education Colleague: 
I am a doctoral candidate in the Educational Planning, Policy, and Leadership 
Program with an emphasis in gifted education administration at the College of 
William and Mary. My faculty advisor is Dr. Joyce VanTassel-Baska. 
My dissertation is a study ofbest practices in curriculum development, design, and 
implementation for gifted learners within the context of the curriculum reform 
movement in the United States. In this mixed-design study, data will be collected 
regarding curricular provisions for gifted students in all fifty states and the United 
States territories, the impact ofboth standards-based reform in core content areas and 
in gifted education upon the process of curriculum development for gifted students, 
and factors that support or impede the appropriate modification of curricula for gifted 
students. Rules and regulations regarding gifted program curricula and extant 
curricula will also be analyzed. The purpose of collecting these data will be to 
determine the extent to which best practices for curriculum design for gifted learners 
are employed in school districts in the United States. 
As part of the data collection for my dissertation, I have developed a questionnaire 
that will be sent to the individual in each state department of education designated as 
responsible for programs for the gifted. This survey utilizes the NAGC Pre-K-
Grade 12 Gifted Program Standards as the basis for best practices in gifted 
education. The survey includes seven sections with close-ended and open-ended 
questions. Each survey section corresponds to the study's research questions. 
Each respondent will also be asked to provide a copy of two documents, which will 
subjected to a content analysis: 1) a document listing the rules and regulations 
governing gifted program administration and 2) a state document that includes 
guidelines defining the appropriate curricula to be used with academically and/or 
intellectually gifted students. 
Your responses are confidential. Data will be made available only to the investigator 
and the dissertation committee. To maintain the anonymity of your survey 
information, please complete the Statement of Consent form and return it separately 
from the other materials. (See stamped envelope provided.) 
I would appreciate receiving your feedback by December 17, 2002. 
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I have enclosed a stamped manila envelope for the return of the survey. Faxing ore-
mailing your comments to me would also be acceptable. Please contact me if 
additional postage is needed for sending me the documents requested. My contact 
information is: 
Kimberley L. Chandler 
11444 New Farrington Court 
Glen Allen, VA 23059-1629 
kchan11444@aol.com 
804-752-2992 (home phone) 
434-946-9386, ext. 555 (work phone) 
804-752-2034 (fax) 
As a fellow gifted education professional, I realize your time is valuable. Thank you 
for taking the time to assist me with my dissertation. 
Sincerely, 
Kimberley L. Chandler 
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Appendix B 
Informed Consent Letter 
A National Study of Curriculum Practices in Gifted Education in the Fifty 
States: Informed Consent 
Introduction 
This is a study ofbest practices in curriculum development, design, and 
implementation for gifted learners within the context of the curriculum reform 
movement in the United States. In this mixed-design study, data will be collected 
regarding curricular provisions for gifted students in all fifty states and the United 
States territories, the impact ofboth standards-based reform in core content areas and 
in gifted education upon the process of curriculum development for gifted students, 
and factors that support or impede the appropriate modification of curricula for gifted 
students. 
Kimberley L. Chandler, doctoral candidate at the College of William and Mary, will 
be conducting the research to fulfill the requirements for her dissertation. She is 
working under the supervision ofher doctoral advisor, Dr. Joyce VanTassel-Baska. 
Please read this document and ask any questions you may have before agreeing to 
participate in the study. 
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I. Background Information 
In this study, data will be collected regarding curricular provisions for gifted 
students in all 50 states and the United States territories, the impact ofboth standards-
based reform in core content areas and in gifted education upon the process of 
curriculum development for gifted students, and factors that support or impede the 
appropriate modification of curricula for gifted students. Rules and regulations 
regarding gifted program curricula and extant curricula will also be analyzed. The 
purpose of collecting these data will be to determine the extent to which best practices 
for curriculum design for gifted learners are employed in school districts in the 
United States. 
II. Procedure 
A survey will be sent to the individual in each state/territory designated as 
responsible for programs for the gifted. The survey will cover the following topics: 
state regulations regarding curriculum for gifted learners, use of the NAGC Pre-K-
Grade 12 Gifted Program Standards, the perceived impact of standards-based reform 
on gifted education, and perceptions of factors which impede or support the 
appropriate modification of curricula for gifted learners. As part of the survey, each 
individual will nominate three districts in his/her state/territory that evidence the 
greatest development in curriculum for gifted learners. Each respondent will also be 
asked to provide a copy of two documents, which will subjected to a content analysis: 
1) a document listing the rules and regulations governing gifted program 
administration and 2) a state document which includes guidelines defining the 
appropriate curricula to be used with academically and/or intellectually gifted 
students. 
III. Duration of the Participation 
The survey being utilized in this study has seven sections with 40 items. It 
will take approximately 50 minutes to complete the survey. 
Each respondent will also be asked to provide a copy of two documents, 
which will subjected to a content analysis: 1) a document listing the rules and 
regulations governing gifted program administration and 2) a state document which 
includes guidelines defining the appropriate curricula to be used with academically 
and/or intellectually gifted students. 
IV. Risks and Benefits of Participation in the Study 
There are no foreseeable risks that may occur as a result of participating in 
this study. Your participation is voluntary and anonymous. Your responses will be 
confidential and your privacy will be maintained. Your name and the name of your 
state/territory will not be disclosed in any publication. 
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Benefits of participation in the research include involvement in a national 
study regarding best practices in curriculum for gifted learners. The study will add 
specific data to the body of knowledge that previously included information that was 
general in relationship to how standards-based reform has influenced the field of 
gifted education. Examination of the nature of curricular practices in a sample of the 
50 states and United States territories will provide a view of the educational options 
that are available for gifted students within the context of a standards-driven system. 
The study will provide a national perspective of the extent to which curriculum for 
gifted students compares to the minimum and exemplary standards outlined in the 
NAGC Pre-K- Grade 12 Gifted Program Standards (Landrum & Shaklee, 1998). 
The research will provide a broad overview of the systemic and organizational issues 
involved in appropriately modifying curricula for gifted students. Such information 
will be valuable to policy makers and leaders in the field who must make 
programming decisions at the local, state, and national levels. 
Copies of the research findings will be made available to all participants. 
V. Confidentiality 
Data will be made available only to the investigator and the dissettation 
committee. The data will be maintained by the investigator for possible use in 
follow-up studies. The data will be reported without disclosing the names ofthe 
participants or their states/territories. 
VI. Voluntary Nature of the Study 
Your participation in this study is voluntary. Refusal to participate will not 
result in penalty. You will be allowed to discontinue participation without penalty. 
VII. Contact Information 
Researcher: 
Home address: 
E-mail: 
Home phone: 
Work phone: 
Fax: 
Faculty advisor: 
Work address: 
Work phone: 
E-mail: 
Kimberley L. Chandler 
11444 New Farrington Court 
Glen Allen, VA 23059-1629 
kchan11444@aol.com 
804-752-2992 
434-946-9386, ext. 555 
804-752-2034 
Dr. Joyce VanTassel-Baska 
Center for Gifted Education 
College of William and Mary 
P.O. Box 8795 
Williamsburg, VA 2318 7 
757-221-2185 
jlvant@wm.edu 
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If you decide to participate, you are free to withdraw at any time without affecting 
those relationships. 
Statement of Consent 
I have read the enclosed information. I have asked questions and have received 
answers. I consent to participate in the study. 
Signature ____________________ Date ____ _ 
Signature of Investigator ____________________ _ 
Date 
------------------
You will be given a copy ofthis form to keep for your records. 
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Appendix C 
Survey Sent to State Directors 
STATE SURVEY: CURRICULUM FOR GIFTED STUDENTS 
DIRECTIONS: This survey has been sent to the individuals designated in each state/territory 
as directors of programs for gifted students. The survey is part of a dissertation study being 
conducted to determine the relationship between state guidelines for curricula for gifted 
students and prescribed national standards and best practices in gifted education. Your 
experiences and opinions are important. Please complete each section to the best of your 
ability. 
You will find enclosed a copy of the NAGC Pre-K- Grade 12 Gifted Program Standards, 
which will be referenced throughout the survey. 
Please use the enclosed envelope (no postage necessary) to return the survey to Kimberley 
Chandler at 11444 New Farrington Court, Glen Allen, VA 23059-1629 or by fax to 804-752-
2034 or e-mail to kchan11444@aol.com. I have also requested copies of certain state 
documents 
(pg. 4), which you may send to me in hard copy format or refer me to a website address. 
Thank you very much for your assistance! 
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STATE SURVEY: CURRICULUM FOR GIFTED STUDENTS 
I. PERSONAL DEMOGRAPHIC INFORMATION 
A. Current position __________________________ _ 
B. Number of years in current position--------------------
C. Number of years employed in education in this state _____________ _ 
D. Total number of years employed in education _______________ _ 
E. Are you a full-time specialist for gifted programs? __ Yes No 
If no, what other roles do you have in your state? 
F. What percentage of your time is devoted to gifted programming and services? ____ _ 
G. What is your background and training in gifted education? (--.1 all that apply.) 
limited course work in gifted endorsed and/or certified in 
education gifted education 
master's degree with a concentration 
in gifted education 
Ed.D. or Ph.D. with a concentration 
in gifted education 
__ master's degree with a 
concentration in a related 
field 
-------
Ed.D. or Ph.D. with a 
concentration in a related 
field 
-------
H. What is your background and training related to curriculum design and delivery? 
limited course work in curriculum endorsed and/or certified in 
design and delivery curriculum design and 
delivery 
master's degree with a concentration 
in curriculum design and delivery 
Ed.D. or Ph.D. with a concentration 
in curriculum design and delivery 
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I. What were your previous roles relevant to gifted education? 
parent leader in advocacy organization 
worked as a teacher of gifted 
students for two or more years 
worked as an administrator of gifted 
programs for two or more years 
worked as a district or building 
administrator supervising teachers 
of gifted students 
II. STATE DEMOGRAPIDC INFORMATION 
A. Number of school districts in state by type: 
Urban Suburban Rural 
B. Number of students in state 
other: 
----------------------
----------------------------------------------
C. Number of students in state identified as gifted: -------------------------------
D. How many individuals at the state level are designated to work with gifted education? 
Full-time: Part-time: 
--------------------------- --------------------------
E. Do you have a state mandate for gifted education? __ Yes No 
lfyes, is the mandate funded? __ Yes No 
F. Describe how gifted programming and services are funded in your state/territory.(--./ all 
that apply.) 
amount per child ($ up to __ % of population 
value-added amount equalized by school district's size and wealth 
special project funding 
personnel funding based on 1 PTE per 1000 students 
no state funding 
other: 
----------------------------------------------------------
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G. How does your state department of education administer gifted programming and services 
for local school districts? (..J all that apply.) 
state regulations mandating gifted programming and services 
state regulations for special education which include provisions for gifted 
programming and services 
local option to determine services 
state department of education does not promote services 
services offered through special grants, with Request For Proposal (RFP) 
requirements 
other: 
----------------------------------------------------------
III. CURRENT GIFTED PROGRAMS 
A. Does your state have a document listing the rules and regulations/policies governing gifted 
program administration? 
Yes If yes, please include a copy of that document or direct me to the website 
address where this document may be located and downloaded. 
No 
B. Does your state have specific guidelines/standards in place defining appropriate curricula 
to be used with academically and/or intellectually gifted students? 
Yes If yes, please include a copy of those guidelines or direct me to the website 
address where these guidelines/standards may be located and downloaded. 
No 
C. If guidelines defining appropriate curricula to be used with academically and/or 
intellectually gifted students exist, list the theories/models of curriculum that influenced their 
development. 
(..J all that apply.) 
Stanley Model of Talent Identification 
Renzulli Schoolwide Enrichment Triad Model 
Gardner's Multiple Intelligences 
Purdue Three-Stage Enrichment Model for Elementary Gifted Learners/Purdue 
Secondary Model for Gifted and Talented Youth 
Kaplan Grid 
Maker Matrix 
Meeker Structure of the Intellect Model 
Parallel Curriculum Model 
Schlichter Models for Talents Unlimited Inc. 
Sternberg's Triarchic Componential Model 
VanTassel-Baska's Integrated Curriculum Model 
other: 
---------------------------------------------------------
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D. Does your state/territory have a mechanism for monitoring the development of appropriate 
curricula to be used with academically and/or intellectually gifted students? 
)'es ~o 
If yes, please describe the mechanism. ___________________ _ 
E. Does your state/territory have a mechanism for monitoring the implementation of the 
curriculum that is suggested for use with academically and/or intellectually gifted students? 
)'es ~o 
If yes, please describe the mechanism.--------------------
IV. RELATIONSHIP OF STATE GUIDELINES FOR CURRICULA TO NATIONAL 
CONTENT STANDARDS AND BEST PRACTICES IN GIFTED EDUCATION 
A. In your opinion, to what extent has the national standards-based reform movement in the 
core content areas had an impact upon curriculum development for gifted students in your 
state? (Circle one.) 
1 2 3 4 
not at all to a slight extent to a moderate extent to a great extent 
How would you characterize the impact? (.Y all that apply.) 
forced gifted program standards to be lowered 
raised gifted program standards 
changed implementation of gifted program standards at the classroom level 
made gifted programs more accountable 
lowered gifted program expectations 
raised gifted program expectations 
caused problems in curriculum alignment 
improved curriculum alignment 
caused gifted programs to change for the worse 
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caused gifted programs to change for the better 
other: 
----------------------------------------------------------
B. In your opinion, to what extent are your state's requirements for curricula for gifted 
learners related to the major components addressed in the content-based standards documents 
and relevant research? (Circle one.) 
1 2 3 4 
not at all to a slight extent to a moderate extent to a great extent 
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C. The following is a table containing the guiding principles related to the Curriculum and 
Instruction Criterion from the NAGC Pre-K- Grade 12 Gifted Program Standards. (A 
complete set of the NAGC Pre-K- Grade 12 Gifted Program Standards is included in this 
packet for your reference.) Minimum and exemplary standards are listed with each guiding 
principle. Use these minimum and exemplary standards as a guide for your decision in rating 
how your state's requirements regarding curricula for gifted students compare to the NAGC 
Pre-K- Grade 12 Gifted Program Standards. Use the following rating scale to make an 
overall judgment for each of the five guiding principles: (Circle one for each guiding 
principle.) 
1 = deficient (is not required) 2 =minimum 3 = exemplary 
GUIDING MINIMUM STANDARDS EXEMPLARY STANDARDS RATING 
PRINCIPLES 
1. Differentiated 1.0m Differentiated curriculum l.Oe A well-defined and 
curriculum for the (curricular and instructional implemented curriculum scope 1 
gifted learner must adaptations that address the and sequence should be 
span grades pre-K- unique learning needs of gifted articulated for all grade levels 2 
12. learners) for gifted learners must and all subject areas. 
be integrated and articulated 3 
throughout the district. 
2. Regular 2.0m Instruction, objectives, 2.0e District curriculum plans 
classroom curricula and strategies provided to gifted should include objectives, 1 
and instruction must learners must be systematically content, and resources that 
be adapted, differentiated from those in the challenge gifted learners in the 2 
modified, or regular classroom. regular classroom. 
replaced to meet the 3 
unique needs of 2.1m Teachers must 2.le Teachers should be 
gifted learners. differentiate, replace, responsible for developing plans 
supplement, or modify curricula to differentiate the curriculum in 
to facilitate higher level learning every discipline for gifted 
goals. learners. 
2.2m Means for demonstrating 2.2e Documentation of 
proficiency in essential regular instruction for assessing level( s) 
curriculum concepts and of learning and accelerated rates 
processes must be established to of learning should demonstrate 
facilitate appropriate academic plans for gifted learners based on 
acceleration. specific needs of individual 
learners. 
2.3m Gifted learners must be 
assessed for proficiency in basic 2.3e Gifted learners should be 
skills and knowledge and assessed for proficiency in all 
provided with alternative standard courses of study and 
challenging educational subsequently provided with 
opportunities when proficiency more challenging educational 
is demonstrated opportunities. 
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3. Instructional pace 3.0m A program of instruction 3.0e When warranted, continual 
must be flexible to must consist of advanced content opportunities for curricular 
allow for the and appropriately differentiated acceleration should be provided 
accelerated learning teaching strategies to reflect the in gifted learners' areas of 
of gifted learners as accelerative learning pace and strength and interest while 
appropriate. advanced intellectual processes allowing sufficient ceiling for 
of gifted learners. optimal learning. 
4. Educational 4.0m Decisions to proceed or 4.0e Possibilities for partial or 
opportunities for limit the acceleration of content full acceleration of content and 
subject and grade and grade acceleration must only grade levels should be available 
skipping must be be considered after a thorough to any student presenting such 
provided to gifted assessment. needs. 
learners. 
5. Learning 5.0m Diverse and appropriate 5.0e Appropriate service 
opportunities for learning experiences must options for each student to work 
gifted learners must consist of a variety of curricular at assessed level(s) and 
consist of continuum options, instructional strategies, advanced rates of learning 
of differentiated and materials. should be available. 
curricular options, 
instructional 5.lm Flexible instructional 5.le Differentiated educational 
approaches, and arrangements (e.g., special program curricula for students 
resource materials. classes, seminars, resource pre-K-12 should be modified to 
rooms, mentorships, independent provide learning experiences 
study, and research projects) matched to students' interests, 
must be available. readiness, and learning style. 
SOURCE: Landrum, M. S., & Shaklee, B. (Eds.). (1998). Pre-K- Grade 12 gifted program 
standards. Washington, DC: National Association for Gifted Children. 
COMMENTS: ____________________________________________ __ 
D. In your opinion, what has been the impact of the NAGC Pre-K- Grade 12 Gifted Program 
Standards on curriculum development, design, and implementation in your state? 
E. In your opinion, to what extent are research studies regarding curriculum effectiveness 
used for decision-making purposes at the state level when designing or selecting curricula for 
gifted students? (Circle one.) 
1 2 3 4 
not at all to a slight extent to a moderate extent to a great extent 
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V. CURRICULUM DESIGN FOR GIFTED STUDENTS 
PLEASE NOTE THAT ALL RESPONSES SHOULD RELATE SPECIFICALLY TO 
CURRICULUM DESIGN FOR GIFTED STUDENTS. 
A. Please nominate three districts in your state that evidence the greatest program 
development in curriculum and instruction for gifted learners. (The districts nominated in this 
section of the survey will form a pool of possible candidates for case studies to be conducted 
by the researcher in a follow-up study.) 
!. ________________________________________________________ _ 
2. ______________________________________________________ _ 
3. ________________________________________________________ _ 
Your responses to the following questions should relate to the school districts that you 
have nominated. 
B. Characterize the differences in differentiated curriculum implementation of these districts 
in comparison to others in your state. Make this determination based upon the degree to 
which the districts meet the exemplary standards outlined in the NAGC Pre-K- Grade 12 
Gifted Program Standards. 
__ These districts are very advanced in comparison to others. 
These districts are somewhat more advanced than others. 
__ These districts are slightly more advanced than others. 
C. How is the curriculum for gifted learners in these districts differentiated from the 
curriculum for general education students? (...J all that apply.) 
is accelerated/advanced 
__ has greater depth 
__ incorporates principles of 
creativity 
__ is more complex 
__ is more challenging 
[SOURCE: VanTassel-Baska, J. (2002). Curriculum planning and instructional design for 
gifted learners. Denver, CO: Love Publishing.] 
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D. If the curriculum is accelerated or advanced, indicate the specific features. (--./all that 
apply.) 
acceleration of content 
by one or more years 
__ standards assessed prior 
to teaching and adjusted accordingly 
__ use of content material typically 
employed for use with older students 
or designed specifically for older students 
other: 
fewer tasks assigned to 
master standards 
(compacting) 
content standards 
clustered by higher order 
thinking skills 
HIGH SCHOOL OPTIONS 
Advanced Placement 
courses 
dual enrollment 
opportunities 
use of college-level courses 
International Baccalaureate 
access 
Governor's Schools 
--------------------------------------------------------
E. If the curriculum is more complex, indicate the specific features. (--./all that apply.) 
___ uses multiple higher order thinking skills 
__ requires the use of multiple 
resources 
__ adds more variables to study 
__ is more conceptual 
and abstract 
other: ______________________________________________________ __ 
F. If the curriculum has greater depth, indicate the specific features. (--./all that apply.) 
__ a concept is studied in multiple 
applications 
__ a product is developed 
__ a topic is selected for in-depth study 
other: 
__ original research is conducted 
__ study focus is narrower 
G. If the curriculum is more challenging, indicate the specific features. (--./all that apply.) 
__ employs advanced resources 
__ makes cross-disciplinary applications 
other: 
__ uses sophisticated content 
stimuli 
__ makes reasoning explicit 
-----------------------------------------------------------
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I. If the curriculum incorporates principles of creativity, indicate the specific features. ("./all 
that apply.) 
__ includes design or construction of 
a model based on principles or 
__ provides alternatives for tasks, 
products, and assessments 
criteria 
__ emphasizes oral and/or written 
communication to a real-world 
__ encourages student fluency, 
flexibility, elaboration, and/or 
originality in work audience 
other:---------------------------
VI. FACTORS SUPPORTING OR IMPEDING THE APPROPRIATE 
MODIFICATION OF CURRICULA FOR GIFTED STUDENTS 
A. What is the current budget allotment (2002- 03) for gifted programs in your state? 
Does this represent: 
__ a decline over the past 3 years? 
__ an increase over the past 3 years? 
__ a static budget? 
__ an uneven allocation pattern? 
B. List other sources of funding your state will use in 2002-03 to support gifted education 
programs. 
SOURCE: ________________________ __ AMOUNT: _______ _ 
SOURCE: _____________________ _ AMOUNT: ________ _ 
SOURCE: ________________________ __ AMOUNT: ________ _ 
SOURCE: ________________________ __ AMOUNT: ________ _ 
SOURCE: ____________ ___ AMOUNT: ________ _ 
SOURCE: ________________________ _ AMOUNT: 
------SOURCE: ________________________ _ AMOUNT: _____ _ 
SOURCE: ________________________ ___ AMOUNT: ________ _ 
Does this represent: 
___ a decline over the past 3 years? 
___ an increase over the past 3 years? 
__ a static budget? 
__ an uneven allocation pattern? 
C. Indicate which specific support structures are in place in your state for the appropriate 
modification of curricula for gifted students. ("./all that apply.) 
___ administrative support through state rules and regulations 
__ state budgetary support 
___ state standards initiative support for modifications 
___ earmarked staff development support 
___ curriculum policy manual at the state level 
___ state administrative program review 
___ state monitoring annually or biennially 
other: 
----------------------------
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D. Indicate any factors that impede the appropriate modification of curricula for gifted 
students in your state. (..J all that apply.) 
__ lack of state administrative support 
__ philosophical differences related 
to curricula 
__ lack of higher education involvement 
and/or assistance 
__ lack of knowledge of curriculum 
effectiveness research (i.e., "what 
works") 
lack of skills in differentiation of 
curriculum by relevant educators 
__ lack of parental support 
__ budgetary limitations 
__ lack of staff development 
emphasis 
lack of curriculum 
implementation monitoring 
other: ______________________________________________________ __ 
E. From your perspective, select the five most important areas of gifted program 
development. Prioritize them from 1 (high) to 5 (low): 
Identification 
__ Instruction (strategies for delivery 
of curriculum) 
__ Staff and professional development 
__ Program evaluation 
__ Program management 
Teacher selection 
__ Curriculum (planned student 
goals, outcomes, and 
activities) 
Student assessment 
__ Counseling and guidance 
__ Program design 
__ Grouping arrangements 
Materials selection 
Other ____________________________________________________ __ 
VII. STRATEGIES PROMOTING QUALITY CURRICULUM 
Please cite specific strategies you have employed as state director to promote quality 
curriculum for gifted learners in your state. Be specific and detailed in your response. 
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Appendix D 
Survey Expert Review Feedback Form 
Please use the following scale to rate the survey, then add comments regarding 
suggested improvements. 
1. The overall organization and design of the survey is good (e.g. format, grammar, 
spelling, and printing). 
1 
(not at all) 
2 
(to a slight extent) 
3 4 
(to a moderate extent) (to a great extent) 
Suggestions for improvement: --------------------
2. The meaning of the questions is clear and not subject to diverse interpretations. 
1 
(not at all) 
2 
(to a slight extent) 
3 4 
(to a moderate extent) (to a great extent) 
Suggestions for improvement: --------------------
3. The content of the survey is relevant to issues regarding best practices in 
curriculum development, design, and implementation for gifted learners. 
1 
(not at all) 
2 
(to a slight extent) 
3 4 
(to a moderate extent) (to a great extent) 
Suggestions for improvement: --------------------
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4. To what extent will the content of Survey Section I yield information which is 
relevant to the research questions? 
1 
(not at all) 
2 
(to a slight extent) 
3 4 
(to a moderate extent) (to a great extent) 
Suggestions for improvement: ___________________ _ 
5. To what extent will the content of Survey Section II yield information which is 
relevant to the research questions? 
1 
(not at all) 
2 
(to a slight extent) 
3 4 
(to a moderate extent) (to a great extent) 
Suggestions for improvement: 
----------------------
6. To what extent will the content of Survey Section III yield information which is 
relevant to the research questions? 
1 
(not at all) 
2 
(to a slight extent) 
3 4 
(to a moderate extent) (to a great extent) 
Suggestions for improvement: ___________________ _ 
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7. To what extent will the content of Survey Section IV yield information which is 
relevant to the research questions? 
1 
(not at all) 
2 
(to a slight extent) 
3 4 
(to a moderate extent) (to a great extent) 
Suggestions for improvement: ___________________ _ 
8. To what extent will the content of Survey Section V yield information which is 
relevant to the research questions? 
1 
(not at all) 
2 
(to a slight extent) 
3 4 
(to a moderate extent) (to a great extent) 
Suggestions for improvement: ___________________ _ 
9. To what extent will the content of Survey Section VI yield information which is 
relevant to the research questions? 
1 
(not at all) 
2 
(to a slight extent) 
3 4 
(to a moderate extent) (to a great extent) 
Suggestions for improvement: ___________________ _ 
10. To what extent will the content of Survey Section VII yield information which is 
relevant to the research questions? 
1 
(not at all) 
2 
(to a slight extent) 
3 4 
(to a moderate extent) (to a great extent) 
Suggestions for improvement: ___________________ _ 
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Question 1 
Question 2 
Question 3 
Question 4 
Question 5 
Question 6 
Question 7 
Question 8 
Question 9 
Question 10 
Appendix E 
Expert Review Data 
N Mean 
6 3.50 
6 2.83 
6 3.83 
6 3.33 
6 3.67 
6 3.33 
6 3.50 
6 3.17 
6 3.50 
6 3.33 
The overall mean score for the expert review data was 3.40. 
SD 
.55 
.41 
.41 
.52 
.52 
.52 
.55 
.41 
.55 
.52 
For each question, the respondents had the opportunity to write specific 
suggestions for improvement. In addition, each respondent wrote comments directly 
on the survey about suggested changes. 
Question 2, with a mean score of2.83, related to the meaning of the question 
and whether it would be subject to diverse interpretations. Respondents gave specific 
suggestions for rewording those questions where the meaning was unclear. 
Question 8, with a mean score of3.17, related to whether Survey Section V 
would yield information relevant to the research questions. Section V of the survey 
related to curriculum design for gifted students. Respondents gave specific 
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suggestions for refrarning and rewording the question to ensure that the data would 
link more directly to the research questions. 
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Appendix F 
Pilot Survey Feedback Form 
Please use the following scale to rate the survey, then add comments regarding 
suggested improvements. 
1. The overall organization and design of the survey is good (e.g. format, grammar, 
spelling, and printing). 
1 
(not at all) 
2 
(to a slight extent) 
3 4 
(to a moderate extent) (to a great extent) 
Suggestions for improvement: ___________________ _ 
2. The meaning ofthe questions is clear and not subject to diverse interpretations. 
1 
(not at all) 
2 
(to a slight extent) 
3 4 
(to a moderate extent) (to a great extent) 
Suggestions for improvement: ----.,.-------------------
3. The length of the survey is appropriate for covering the content. 
1 
(not at all) 
2 
(to a slight extent) 
3 4 
(to a moderate extent) (to a great extent) 
Suggestions for improvement: --------------------
4. Other comments: 
------------------------
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N 
Question 1 18 
Question 2 18 
Question 3 18 
Appendix G 
Pilot Data 
Mean 
3.89 
3.44 
3.61 
The overall mean score for the pilot feedback data was 3.65. 
SD 
.32 
.62 
.50 
For each question, respondents had the option of making written comments. 
Suggestions related to question 1 included: pagination and placement of survey 
sections. Suggestions related to question 2 included: terminology, ambiguity of some 
questions, the difficulty of responding to some questions in general terms, and the 
lack of clarity of some questions. No suggestions were made relative to question 3. 
A fourth, open-ended question gave respondents the opportunity to make 
other comments about the survey. One individual made the suggestion to include a 
copy of the NA GC Pre-K- Grade 12 Gifted Program Standards with the survey. 
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Appendix H 
State Document Review Form 
STATE DOCUMENT REVIEW FORM: 
CURRICULUM FOR GIFTED STUDENTS 
State 
---------------------------------------------------------
Name of document 
------------------------------------------------
General Guidelines for Curriculum Yes No Unable to 
Determine 
Do guidelines exist for defining appropriate curricula to 
be used with academically and/or intellectually gifted 
students? 
If these guidelines for defining appropriate curricula 
exist, is it evident that specific theories/models of 
curriculum development influenced them? 
Is a system for developing and refining appropriate 
curricula in 
place? 
Is a system for monitoring the utilization of the 
curriculum with academically and/or intellectually gifted 
students in place? 
Relationship of Curriculum Development to National Yes No Unable to 
Content Standards and Best Practices in Gifted Determine 
Education 
Is there evidence that the National Content Standards 
have influenced guidelines for curriculum development? 
Is there evidence that the NAGC Pre-K- Grade 12 
Gifted Program Standards have influenced guidelines for 
curricula? 
Is the curriculum differentiated for gifted students 
through acceleration and the use of advanced content? 
Is the curriculum differentiated for gifted students by the 
level of complexity? 
Is the curriculum differentiated for gifted students 
through increased depth? 
Is the curriculum differentiated for gifted students 
through 
additional challenge? 
Is the curriculum differentiated for gifted students 
through incorporating the principles of creativity? 
COMMENTS: 
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Appendix I 
Student Enrollment Information and Percentage of Students Identified as Gifted by 
State 
State Number of Public Number of Public Percentage of 
School Students School Students Public School 
Identified for Students 
Gifted Education Identified for 
Programs Gifted Education 
Programs 
Alabama 729,061 25,842 3.54 
Alaska 134,358 Do not collect NA 
Arizona 922,180 24,365 2.64 
Arkansas 432,433 40,104 9.27 
California 6,147,375 433,018 7.04 
Colorado 742,145 69,760 9.40 
Connecticut 575,000 15,354 2.67 
Delaware 115,171 6,154 5.34 
Florida 2,500,161 109,638 4.38 
Georgia 1,470,634 95,524 6.50 
Hawaii 184,546 Not available NA 
Idaho 246,521 Not available NA 
Illinois 2,071,391 165,488 7.99 
Indiana 955,407 Not available NA 
Iowa 485,932 Not available NA 
Kansas 468,171 15,500 3.31 
Kentucky 646,830 101,913 15.76 
Louisiana 875,865 25,000 2.85 
Maine 205,586 5000 2.43 
Maryland 860,640 174,162 20.24 
Massachusetts 979,593 Not available NA 
Michigan 1,730,668 Not available NA 
Minnesota 850,000 85,000 10.0 
Mississippi 492,198 31,248 6.35 
Missouri 893,712 30,487 3.41 
Montana 151,947 8747 5.76 
Nebraska 327,154 39,456 12.06 
Nevada 356,814 Not available NA 
New Hampshire 206,847 Not available NA 
New Jersey 1,300,000 70,000 5.38 
New Mexico 320,211 12,381 3.87 
New York 3,332,970 148,894 4.47 
North Carolina 1,286,931 139,484 10.84 
North Dakota 114,261 Not available NA 
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State Number of Public Number of Public Percentage of 
School Students School Students Public School 
Identified for Students 
Gifted Education Identified for 
Programs Gifted Education 
Programs 
Ohio 1,800,000 218,000 12.11 
Oklahoma 618,731 101,492 16.40 
Oregon 506,000 47,000 9.29 
Pennsylvania 1,800,000 78,533 4.36 
Rhode Island 160,000 Not available NA 
South Carolina 654,700 64,323 9.82 
South Dakota 125,612 Not available NA 
Tennessee 912,497 268,263 29.40 
Texas 4,146,653 339,270 8.18 
Utah 731,110 Do not collect NA 
Vermont 110,000 1,100 1.00 
Virginia 1,452,136 139,725 9.62 
Washington 1,009,200 Not available NA 
West Virginia 282,232 Not available NA 
Wisconsin 900,000 Not available NA 
Wyoming 86,108 23,883 27.74 
Sources of data for this chart were: research study survey; State of the States Gifted 
and Talented Education Report: 2001 - 2002 (National Council of State Directors of 
Programs for the Gifted & National Association for Gifted Children, 2003); and 
Public Elementary/Secondary School Universe Survey: 2001-02 (U.S. Department 
of Education, National Center for Education Statistics, 2002). 
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Appendix J 
Funding for Gifted Programming and Services 
State State Funds Budget Method Notes Other Sources of 
Allocated Allotment of Funding 
Specifically 2002-03 Funding 2002-03 
for G/T 
Students 
Alabama No $0 No state 
funding 
Arizona Yes $1,192,500 Amount per Additional 
child up to assistance 
x%of funding for 
population gifted 
education 
for 
allocation to 
eligible 
public 
school 
districts 
Arkansas Yes $6,000,000 ADM 
calculation 
Connecticut No $0 No state 
funding 
Delaware No $0 No state 
funding 
Florida No Lump sum Cost 
allocation embedded in 
locally special 
education 
costs 
Iowa Yes Amount per $42 per Congressional 
child up to student on Earmark Grant; 
x%of certified Advanced 
population enrollment Placement Test 
of district Reimbursement; 
USDOEAP 
Initiative 
Kansas Yes $9,762,000 Personnel 
funding 
based on 
work 
assignment 
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State State Funds Budget Method Notes Other Sources of 
Allocated Allotment of Funding 
Specifically 2002-03 Funding 2002-03 
for G/T 
Students 
Kentucky Yes $7,351,500 Grants based 
on 
enrollment 
Louisiana Yes Amount per $0.60 per Jacob Javits 
child up to student Grant 
x%of above 
population regular 
education 
allotment 
--. 
Mame No: anew $7,000,000 Value-added Budget Local funds 
allocation amount amount 
must be equalized by based on 
requested by school program 
each district district's costs 
each year. size and 
Money is sent wealth 
to district as 
part of special 
education 
L . funds. 
I Maryland Yes $6,500,000 Special Grant money 
project appropriated by 
funding the General 
(grants) Assembly 
Massachusetts No $217,000 No state Advanced 
funding Placement Test 
Reimbursement; 
USDOEAP 
Initiative 
Minnesota No $0 No state 
funding 
Mississippi Yes $32,890,000 Funding Local funds 
formula in 
state 
regulations 
Missouri Yes $26,365,414 Special 
project 
funding 
(grants) 
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State State Funds Budget Method Notes Other Sources of 
Allocated Allotment of Funding 
Specifically 2002-03 Funding 2002-03 
for G/T 
Students 
Montana Yes $150,000 Small state- Local funds 
supported 
grants 
Nebraska Yes $2,800,000 Amount per 
child up to 
x%of 
population 
New Hampshire No $0 No state 
funding 
New Jersey No $0 No state 
funding 
New Mexico Yes $25,000,000 Value-added Funding General funds 
based on based on the 
service number of 
levels G/T students. 
New York Yes $14,141,103 Amount per 
child up to 
x%of 
population 
North Carolina Yes $45,338,579 A.mount per 
child up to 
x%of 
population 
North Dakota Yes $200,000 Based on 
number of 
certified G/T 
staff 
Ohio Yes $45,930,131 Unit funding Research and 
development 
money 
Oklahoma Yes $71,061,200 General 
funding 
formula 
Oregon No $50,000 Local funds Local funds 
Pennsylvania No $2,492,000 Funding on Jacob Javits 
as-needed Grant 
basis 
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State State Funds Budget Method Notes 
Allocated Allotment of 
Specifically 2002-03 Funding 
for G/T 
Students 
Rhode Island No $5,150 No state 
funding 
South Yes $29,899,783 Money based 
Carolina on number 
served 
South Dakota No $0 No state 
funding 
Texas Yes $65,000,000 Weighted; 
formula 
driven 
Vermont No $0 No state 
funding 
Virginia Yes $23,574,844 Personnel $8,555,039 
funding for 
based on 1 Governor's 
FTE per 1000 Schools; 
students $19,416,607 
local match 
Wisconsin No $0 No state 
funding 
Wyoming Yes $823,349 Amount per 
child up to 
x%of 
population 
Sources of data for this chart were: research study survey and State of the States 
Gifted and Talented Education Report: 2001 - 2002 (National Council of State 
Directors of Programs for the Gifted & National Association for Gifted Children, 
2003). 
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Funding 
2002-03 
Foundation 
School Money 
Left-over Goals 
2000 money 
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AppendixK 
Public School Districts Nominated by State Directors as Evidencing Strongest 
Curriculum and Instruction for Gifted Learners 
State (N= 23) Districts (N= 64) 
Arkansas Springdale Fayetteville Fort Smith 
Connecticut Cheshire Greenwich 
Delaware Seaford Capital Brandywine 
Florida Alachua Lee Palm Beach 
Kansas Shawnee Mission High Plains Lawrence 
Educational 
Cooperative 
Kentucky Fleming County Fayette County Boyle County 
Louisiana Calcasieu Parish St. Tammany Parish Rapides Parish 
Maine Bangor Camden Freeport 
Maryland Garrett County Baltimore County Harford County 
Massachusetts Boston Framingham Plymouth 
Minnesota Wayzata St. Paul St. Louis Park 
Mississippi Harrison County DeSoto County Lamar County 
Nebraska Lincoln Scottsbluff Kearney 
New Mexico Roswell Albuquerque 
New York Williamsville Central 
Oklahoma Jenks Lawton Midwest City-Del 
City 
Oregon Oregon City Medford McMinnville 
Pennsylvania Pittsburgh Tredyffrin-Easttown Pennridge 
South Carolina Anderson 5 Kershaw Spartanburg 7 
Texas Carrolton-Farmers Round Rock lSD McKinney lSD 
Branch lSD 
Vermont Georgia Barre Town 
Virginia Prince William Gloucester County Charlottesville City 
County 
Wyoming Laramie County Campbell County Natrona County 
School District #1 School District #1 School District #1 
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Appendix L 
Documents Reviewed by State 
State Document( s) 
Alabama Monitoring Procedures for Gifted 
Education Programs: 2003 - 04 
Arizona Title 7-A2 Administrative Code 
Mandatory Services 
Sample Scope and Sequence 
Revised Statutes 
Education of Gifted Students in Arizona: 
A Guide to Arizona Statutes, Model 
Services, Promising Practices, Resources 
Arkansas Arkansas Gifted and Talented Rules and 
Regulations: Program Approval 
Standards 
Connecticut Connecticut General Statutes 
Delaware Recommendations for Excellence in 
Gifted and Talented Education in 
Delaware 
Florida Florida Statutes, Sections 1001.42(4)(1) 
and 1003.57 
Review af Florida 's K- 12 Gifted 
Program, Part II 
Iowa General Accreditation Standards 
Kansas Effective Practices for Gifted Education 
in Kansas 
Parent's Companion to the Effective 
Practices for the Gifted 
Kentucky 704 KAR 3:285. Programs for the Gifted 
and Talented 
Gifted and Talented Assurances 
Louisiana Louisiana Handbook for School 
Administrators: Bulletin 7 41 Updates 
Regulations for Implementation of the 
Children with Exceptionalities Act 
Maine Educational Programs for Gifted and 
Talented Children 
State of Maine Department of Education 
2002- 2003 Application for Gifted and 
Talented Educational Program Approval 
Maryland The Annotated Code of the Public 
General Laws ol_ Maryland 
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State Document( s) 
Massachusetts Promoting High Achievement: Policies 
and Programs for Academically 
Advanced Students in Massachusetts 
Minnesota None 
Mississippi Regulations for Gifted Education 
Programs (GEP) 
Suggested Outcomes for Academically 
Gifted Education Programs Grades 9 -
12 in Mississippi 
Missouri State Administrative Rule: CSR 
50.200.010 Programsfor Gifted Children 
Appendix A: Considerations for 
Nonsupplant of_ Regular Program 
Montana Montana State Law Part 9: Gifted and 
Talented Children 
Gifted Education Programming 
Criterion: Curriculum and Instruction 
Nebraska Nebraska Department of Education 
Regulations Governing High Ability 
Learners 
New Hampshire None 
New Jersey Gifted and Talented Requirements 
New Mexico Title 6, Chapter 31, Part 2: Children 
with Disabilities/Gifted Children 
New York Chapter 740 of the Laws of 1982 
North Carolina G.S. 115C- 150.7: Article 9B 
North Dakota ND School Century Code: 2001 Edition 
Guidelines for Gifted Programming 
Volume I: Program Handbook 
Ohio Ohio Revised Code 3324.01-.07 
Oklahoma Article VII: Education of Gifted and 
Talented Children Act 
Oregon Oregon Administrative Rules 
Program and Instruction for Gifted 
Students 
Differentiated Curriculum: Challenging 
High End Learners -Addressing Oregon 
Standards and Benchmarks 
Pennsylvania The National Gifted Program Standards 
and Chapter 16: Pennsylvania Special 
Education for Gifted Students A 
Comparison: Curriculum and Instruction 
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State Document( s) 
Rhode Island Title 16: General Laws of Rhode Island 
Education of Gifted and Talented 
Children 
95-H 5749 
South Carolina South Carolina Regulation R43-220 
Academically Gifted and Talented 
Curriculum and Instruction 
Scope and Sequence for Goals II, III, IV, 
and V 
South Dakota None 
Texas Texas State Plan for the Education of 
G~fted/Talented Students 
Vermont Meeting the Needs of Gifted Children in 
Vermont Schools 
Virginia Virginia Plan for the Gifted 
Regulations Governing Educational 
Services for Gifted Students 
Wisconsin Gifted and Talented Rules and Statute 
Wyoming The Education Laws of Wyoming 
Annotated 
--
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